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INTRODUCTION

s\

Working Contingent Faculty
in[to] Higher Education

EiLeeN E. SCHELL
Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York

PATRICIA LAMBERT STOCK
Michigan State University, East Lansing

In the utopian novel, Moving the Mountain, feminist Char-
lotte Perkins Gilman imagines a society based on gender
equity in times when gender equity was not yet realizable.
In Moving a Mountain: Transforming the Role of Contin-
gent Faculty in Composition Studies and Higher Educa-
tion, we imagine a university where contingent faculty are
recognized and rewarded equitably in our own time.

D uring the last thirty years, the number of part-time and ad-
junct faculty in American higher education has grown dra-
matically. Problems associated with shifting enrollments, chang-
ing student populations, and funding cuts for higher education
have led the academy to turn to contingent faculty to fulfill its
mission. The result is that now, at the beginning of the twenty-
first century, a system of higher education caught between fiscal
constraints and the need to provide growing numbers of diverse
students diverse course offerings has turned what it undertook as
a temporary hiring strategy into a permanent one.’

To better understand this phenomenon, various research com-
munities have studied contingent faculty—that is, their charac-
teristics, the nature and quality of their work, the reasons why
their numbers are growing, their working conditions, and the
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potential long-term consequences for postsecondary education
of growing numbers of part-time and adjunct faculty and declin-
ing numbers of full-time faculty and tenure-track faculty. During
the 1970s and 1980s, social scientists with particular interests in
higher education as well as researchers in disciplines with sub-
stantial numbers of contingent faculty developed a body of em-
pirical and phenomenological knowledge about contingent
faculty. This research led academic policymakers, administrators,
and professional associations in the late 1980s and the 1990s to
develop guiding principles and position statements designed to
influence hiring practices and working conditions affecting these
faculty. The 1990s saw all concerned looking again, carefully, at
issues surrounding the work of contingent faculty in the light of
broader discussions aimed at reconsidering the work of all
postsecondary faculty and reforming the shape of higher educa-
tion in the United States. Not the least of reasons for this re-
newed attention is concern that academics are too little invested
in undergraduate education.

The Academy Turns to Contingent Labor

Three factors are generally acknowledged to account for higher
education’s turn to contingent faculty to accomplish its mission,
particularly to fulfill the teaching of lower-division courses: flex-
ible staffing, responsiveness to needs arising in particular spe-
cializations and curricular areas, and fiscal constraints.
Between 1970 and 1985, demographers predicted a decline
in student enrollments that did not materialize. Part-time faculty
who were hired to meet what had been deemed a temporary need
became a fixed labor force when enrollments remained stable.
Policies and programs developed in the late 1960s and the 1970s
brought underserved populations into the academy in substan-
tial numbers, maintaining—even increasing—the number of stu-
dents enrolled in higher education. Universities and colleges also
began to hire contingent faculty to do more than supplement
their existing faculties and accommodate shifts in student inter-
ests and career demands (Schuster, 1997, pp. 4-5). The academy

-2 -
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turned to part-time and adjunct faculty to staff lower-division
undergraduate courses such as first-year composition and intro-
ductory math, courses that full-time, tenure-track faculty at many
institutions prefer not to teach.

This staffing strategy worked for a number of reasons, not
the least of which is the fact that the last thirty years have been a
“buyer’s market” in the academy. Growth of the “research para-
digm” and graduate education (to which tenure-track faculty
_increasingly devoted their energies as growing numbers of con-
tingent faculty began to teach lower-division courses) led to in-
creased production of doctoral and master’s degree candidates
who were prepared to become a next generation of full-time,
tenure-track faculty. Their degree work completed, most of these
candidates found that the only faculty roles available to them were
part-time or non-tenure-track appointments (Abel, 1984, p. 2).

Given a workforce with unanticipated and constrained op-
tions, the academy was easily able to hire qualified faculty to fill
contingent positions. In so doing, it was also able to save money
in instructional budgets and to bypass skyrocketing fringe ben-
efits costs at a time when government funding for education de-
- clined dramatically and the economy moved into recession. While
62 percent of all part-time faculty are on short-term contracts
(Gappa & Leslie, 1997, p. 12), only 17 percent get medical ben-
efits from the institutions in which they work; only 20 percent
earn retirement benefits; and only 9 percent receive tuition ben-
efits (Gappa, 1997, p. 18). The cost savings realized by institu-
tions that do not provide benefits to contingent faculty are clear
and dramatic.?

Landmark studies of higher education in the United States
over the past thirty years document not only the reasons why the
academy turned to contingent faculty but also the problematic
working conditions in which these faculty labor. Judith Gappa
and David Leslie call attention to these conditions in the intro-
duction to their important book, The Invisible Faculty, when they
reproduce a part-time faculty member’s claim that she was
dropped from her university’s faculty because she “publicly criti-
cized the school’s treatment of its adjunct faculty” (1993, p. xi).
Describing her working conditions in a local newspaper, the fac-
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ulty member, a nominee for the National Book Award, outlines
what numerous studies conducted during the 1970s and 1980s
demonstrated to be an all-too-common situation:

because I am. .. an adjunct faculty [member], I am denied access
to the support and encouragement that full-time faculty are en-
titled to . . . . [We] receive no benefits, no health insurance, no
pension, no paid vacation, no office space, no telephone, and no
sabbatical. (p. xi)

With reference to working conditions like these, Gappa and Leslie
give voice to an obvious question: “How can institutions expect
people of talent to contribute to quality educational programs
when those same people are victims of medieval employment
conditions” (Gappa & Leslie, p. xi).

The working conditions of contingent faculty in higher edu-
cation create widespread ill effects for all concerned. Although
studies published since Gappa and Leslie’s have not discounted
these ill effects, they have focused more centrally on the prolif-
eration of part-time and non-tenure-track roles-in the academy
and on the potential long-term consequences of the turn to con-
tingent faculty for higher education as we know it. In
“Reconfiguring the Professoriat: The Part-Timer Phenomenon
and Implications for the Academic Profession” (1997), for ex-
ample, Jack H. Schuster, drawing his data from the National
Survey of Post-Secondary Faculty, reports that in fall 1992, part-
time faculty comprised 41.6 percent of all “instructional faculty
and staff” (p. 2). Projecting a hiring trend apparent since the mid-
1970s, in 1997, Schuster estimated that “the number likely [had]
reached 43 or 44 percent” (p. 2). In a paper he prepared for a 1997
Conference on the Growing Use of Part-Time and Adjunct Faculty,
Ernst Benjamin, Secretary of the American Association of Univer-
sity Professors, confirms Schuster’s observations: From 1975 to
1993, the growth of part-time faculty positions far outstripped
the growth of full-time tenure-track positions. Benjamin notes,
“[P]art-time faculty have grown four-times (97 %) more than full-
time (25%). While the number of non-tenure-track faculty has
increased by 88%, the number of probationary faculty has actu-
ally declined by 9%” (Benjamin, Table 1). To state the case an-

— 4 —
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other way: Faculty who work off the tenure-track comprise over
half of all teaching faculty in American colleges and universities.
This figure does not account for the 202,819 graduate students
who also teach (Benjamin, Table 2).

These employment statistics tell a story of a system of higher
education transforming itself from a bifurcated faculty of full-
time faculty supplemented by part-time faculty to a trifurcated
faculty of “the ‘core’ (tenured/tenure-track faculty), the off-track
full-time faculty, and the part-time/adjunct faculty” (Schuster,
1997, p. 9). Patterns indicate that we have entered an era of con-
tingent employment in higher education that parallels a trend in
the corporate, industrial, and service sectors of both the national
and the global economy. It appears to be ironic, but true, that as
higher education has become increasingly democratic, admitting
and educating “millions of minorities, women, older students,
low-income persons, the handicapped, and other non-traditional
students” (Bowen & Schuster, 1986, p. 6), academic hiring prac-
tices have become increasingly undemocratic.

The turn to contingent faculty in the academy confronts us
with challenges and consequences that call for responsible and
ethical solutions. In the 1990s, we developed deeper understand-
ings of the characteristics and the work of contingent faculty based
on empirical studies, statistical summaries, and analyses of trends
and issues conducted by researchers of higher education as well
as personal narratives, case studies, and polemical and position
statements of part-time and adjunct faculty and their subject
matter organizations.

Developing conversations among policymakers and admin-
istrators of higher education in their professional communities
(e.g., the American Association of Higher Education’s Faculty
Role and Rewards and New Pathways projects) and among dis-
cipline-based faculty in the Coalition on the Academic Workforce
(CAW, a collaboration of ten of these faculty’s professional orga-
nizations formed in 1997),3 offer promise for the construction of
a discourse capable of addressing the problems in ways that are
just as practical and forward-looking as they are immediately
expedient. In our view, unless and until there is a confluence of
discussion among the parties invested in the issues arising from
the use and abuse of contingent faculty in the academy, problems

—§5 —
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will increase rather than decrease. For example, current trends
will go unchecked, the generative insights and promising prac-
tices being developed in one disciplinary community or another,
in one professional community or another, in one locality or an-
other, will go generally unrecognized, and all of us invested in
higher education—students, tenure-track faculty, contingent fac-
ulty, academic administrators, and the publics the academy
serves—will lose.

The growing reliance on contingent employment is not unre-
lated to what many predict will be the erosion of the tenure and
faculty governance system of higher education, the virtual ab-
sence of tenure-line faculty in lower-division teaching, and the
transformation of a system of higher education that is generally
regarded as the finest in the world into one in which the long-
term benefits of quality education will have been sacrificed for
short-term economic gains.

We do not intend in this volume to advocate a dogmatic or
single-minded agenda for improving non-tenure-track faculty’s
working—and teaching—conditions. The problems are far too
complex to be addressed with uniform solutions. Rather, our aim
is modest and twofold. First, we aim to present for the informa-
tion and review of the field of composition.studies (and for oth-
ers in higher education who will recognize in this field employment
practices and working conditions that are developing in their own)
precursors of things to come in an academy that is establishing a
part-time and adjunct faculty workforce to carry it into the twenty-
first century. Composition studies may well be viewed as a ca-
nary in an academic mine in which contingent faculty have worked
(at risk, underground, out of sight) to support others’ more vis-
ible, more attractive labor. Second, we aim to draw attention to
the work of a variety of faculty and academic administrators who
are striving to effect productive and ethical change in the work-
ing conditions of non-tenure-track faculty at diverse institutions.
We invite discussion of the various forms their work is taking as
a means of grounding policy discussions in practical matters. In
so doing, we encourage the development of the kind of discourse
we believe must be constructed if those of us with vested inter-
ests are to shape policies and practices that ensure quality educa-
tion.

—6 —
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Our own involvement in these issues is the result of both
personal experience and professional concern. Schell began her
career as a part-time writing instructor at a community college
where she learned firsthand about the problematic working con-
ditions of adjunct writing faculty. In graduate school, she began
to write and speak about the connection between writing faculty’s
working conditions and students’ learning conditions. As a femi-
nist, she also began to investigate the gendering of part-time work.
Hired directly out of graduate school into an assistant professor-
ship with administrative responsibilities, she went from research-
ing and writing about adjunct issues to working with part- and
full-time writing faculty to create a viable teaching culture. She
continues to work on a local level at Syracuse University and on
a national level within the Conference on College Composition
and Communication to bring the issue of employment equity and
quality education together.

Stock began her career in higher education as a lecturer with
the English Composition Board at the University of Michigan
while enrolled in the Ph.D. Program in English and Education.
After completing her degree work, Stock accepted an invitation

~ to become associate professor of English and writing and associ-

ate director of the Writing Program at Syracuse University, where,
among other things, she worked with professional writing in-
structors to develop policies and practices for part-time and ad-
junct faculty’s self-definition of standards for and peer review of
their work. On leave from her role as professor of English and
director of the Writing Center in Michigan State University, Stock
worked from 1995 to 1997 as the first associate director of the
National Council of Teachers of English with special responsi-
bilities for higher education. One of the projects to which she
committed herself in that role was the improvement of the work-
ing conditions of part-time and adjunct faculty in composition
studies.

Composition studies is a particularly fitting vantage point
from which to study the academy’s turn toward contingent em-
ployment as it has long been an instructional area staffed by non-
tenure-track faculty. Most colleges and universities require
first-year students to take one or two introductory composition
courses, which are often staffed by non-tenure-track faculty and

—_ 7 -
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Introduction

graduate teaching assistants. As early as the latter half of the
nineteenth century (Connors, 1990), non-tenure-track faculty
served as the main teaching force in required first-year composi-
tion courses. In spite of the growth of Ph.D. programs in rhetoric
and composition, increasing job opportunities for composition
specialists and rhetorical theorists, and the expansion of univer-
sity presses and journals that regularly publish scholarship on
writing and rhetoric, the majority of teachers of first-year com-
position continue to be teaching assistants and contingent fac-
ulty. As scholars in rhetoric and composition have pointed out,
we have developed a promising new research field, but we have
been less successful in changing exploitative working conditions

for non-tenure-track faculty members (Crowley, 1991;
Dasenbrock, 1993; Trimbur, 1996).

Reading the Discourse on Part-Time Faculty

We offer four reasons why we introduce this book with a critical
reading of the literature that has emerged from studies of part-
time and adjunct faculty during the past thirty years. The first is
to introduce parts of the literature about contingent faculty to
colleagues for whom this information may be new. Working, as
we have, at the nexus of research communities and bodies of
knowledge, we have been surprised again and again when we
have mentioned studies conducted in one domain to scholars in
another only to find that the research we have cited is unknown
outside the community in which it was conducted. The second
reason is to examine the discourse that has shaped the ways in
which we currently talk and think about part-time and adjunct
faculty in composition studies and beyond and to ask what kind
of a discourse we must develop if we are to talk and think gen-
eratively and to move productively to solve the problems we have
created with the use and overuse of contingent faculty. The third
is to encourage the development of the kind of conversations and
the kind of discourse for which we are arguing, conversations
and discourse with some potential to help us toward fair and
reasonable solutions to the problems at hand. And the fourth is
to provide a context for the essays collected here, essays that

—8 —~
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document work currently under way to address the problems we
face and directions in which we are moving.

From Composite Portraits to Disaggregated Profiles:
Learning about Contingent Faculty

During the 1970s, an emerging body of social science literature
documented the increasing numbers and problematic working
conditions of part-time faculty in higher education in the United
States. In publications directed primarily to an audience of
postsecondary faculty, academic administrators and policymakers,
demographers, economists, educationists, and sociologists pub-
lished statistical surveys and analyses of the phenomenon of part-
time academic labor: As their analyses described patterns and
trends in student populations and academic hiring practices, they
constructed composite profiles of part-time faculty. In one influ-
ential study of the time, two members of the Center for the Study
of Education and Tax Policy, Howard P. Tuckman, an econo-
mist, and William D. Vogler, noted:

The market for part-time faculty has been growing. For example,
in the 1968-69 academic year, the first for which data on part-
time faculty are available for American junior colleges, there were
36,420 part-time faculty or one for every 2.6 full-time faculty
members. (American Association of Junior Colleges, The 1970
Junior College Directory, Washington, DC, 1970) By the 1975-
76 academic year the number of part-timers had tripled to
110,976. This increase reduced the ratio to 1.8 full-time faculty
for every part-timer. (American Association of Junior Colleges,
The 1977 Community, Junior, and Technical College Directory,
Washington, DC, 1977)

Annual data are not available for the four-year colleges and
universities, but an idea of the substantial growth in the part-
time population can be gained from two studies conducted by
the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) during
the 1972-73 and the 1976-77 academic years. The ratios of full-
to part-timers were 3.6 and 4.5 respectively. (1978, p. 70)

In addition to providing baseline statistical data, studies such as
Tuckman and Vogler’s revealed a set of generally held assump-
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tions about why the academy was hiring part-time faculty and
about their preparation and qualifications for and the quality of
their work. For example, drawing conclusions from the survey
data they studied, Tuckman and Vogler spoke about the pros
and cons of hiring part-time employees:

The growth in the number of part-timers employed in academe
may be due in substantial part to the advantages they offer. Part-
timers often teach at a per course rate less than that paid to full-
time faculty. They receive fewer fringe benefits than their full-time
counterparts, especially if they teach less than half time, require
less office space, and can be employed only when needed. How-
ever, part-timers are often not as well-credentialed as full-timers,
sometimes are not as abreast of the literature in their field, and
almost always have less awareness of the policies and directions
of the departments that hire them than their full-time colleagues.
They also offer comparatively few services to students beyond
those provided during the classroom period, and they contribute
little to the national reputation of their department. (1978, p. 72)

Howard Bowen and Jack Schuster reinforce these ambiva-
lent attitudes about the abilities, qualifications, and contributions
of part-time faculty in their important book American Professors:
A National Resource Imperiled: '

Everyone concedes that many of them are highly capable and
add to the quality and diversity of available talent. Some of the
most brilliant and capable physicians, lawyers, scientists, and
public figures in the nation may be counted among them. On the
other hand, many are of mediocre talent and training. The range
of ability among part-timers is undoubtedly wider than among
full-timers. One suspects that the average ability level among them
is lower than that for full-timers, though there is no hard evi-
dence on this matter. Part-timers have the disadvantage also that
they usually do not become part of the academic community.
They are not available to bear their share of student advising or
participation in educational policy-making and of the intellec-
tual discourse of the campus. By their not participating fully, the
burden of maintaining the institutions falls increasingly on the
full-time resident staff. (1986, pp. 64-65)

Although the existence of “no hard evidence” leads Bowen and
Schuster to qualify Tuckman and Vogler’s earlier claim that part-
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time faculty are less qualified than full-time faculty, when they
claim that among part-timers whose abilities are “wider than
among full-timers” are “[sJome of the most brilliant and capable
physicians, lawyers, scientists, and public figures in the nation,”
they communicate an unspoken message: Those part-time fac-
ulty who teach what Berlow and Collos (1974) have called the
basic “gut” courses figure among the less-able members of this
faculty corps. The implication is that professionals who are in-
clined to limit their work in the academy are more able than
professionals whose limited participation in the academy has been
determined by lack of opportunity, not by choice.

Even as scholars working in the social sciences in the early
1970s and 1980s pointed to financial pressures and the need for
flexible hiring practices as a rationale for the growth in part-time
positions, their discussions assumed that part-time faculty were
neither as well prepared nor as well qualified to teach as full-
time, tenure-accruing faculty. These scholars also assumed that
part-time faculty met students only in class, that they did not
confer with or advise students or contribute to educational pro-
grams beyond the classrooms in which they taught. In subse-

" quent studies, assumptions such as these became objects of inquiry
beginning a dialectic between generalization and differentiation
in the literature on part-time employment—a dialectic that con-
tinues to this day. Yet, as David Leslie, Samuel Kellams, and
Manny Gunne point out in Part-Time Faculty in American Higher
Education, a report on interviews and surveys of faculty and
administrators in eighteen institutions,

the use of part-time faculty is a highly localized phenomenon . . .
disaggregation, rather than generalization, is essential to its un-
derstanding. One must look at an individual department to ac-
count for how part-time faculty fit into the logic of academic
staffing. (1982, p. vi)

Although some current literature continues to construct part-
time faculty in composite terms, a substantial body of research
supports Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne’s claim that part-time fac-
ulty are a diverse group of professionals. In her role as provost at
Wesleyan University in Connecticut, Sheila Tobias and Margaret
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Rumberger distinguished three types of part-time faculty from
one another: moonlighters who worked full-time in other roles;
sunlighters who were committed to teaching part-time; and
twilighters who, although employed primarily as college teach-
ers, were not eligible for full faculty status (Tobias & Rumberger,
1974). Howard Tuckman developed another taxonomy, which
included the semiretired, students, those wishing to become full
time (Hopeful Full-Timers), those with full-time jobs (Full-
Mooners), those with responsibilities in the home (Homeworkers),
those with other part-time jobs (Part-Mooners), and all others
(Part-Unknowers) (1978, p. 307). Gappa and Leslie “broadened
Tuckman’s typology into four loose categories: career enders,
specialists, experts, and professionals; aspiring academics, and
freelancers” (1993, p. 47).

In addition to these taxonomies, multiple articles and research
studies published in the 1980s and 1990s explored the impact of
the job market “crash” on new Ph.D.’s and labor force dynamics
that have contributed to women’s involvement in non-tenure-
track employment. Emily Abel’s sociological study (1984), based
on interviews with recent Ph.D.’s who were unable to secure ten-
ure-track work or who were denied tenure, drew attention to the
shifting economic conditions that led a generation of bright young
academics into contingent faculty roles. Abel’s study also pre-
sented bargaining policies, legal action, and other forms of re-
dress that were being developed as aspiring scholars turned into
contingent faculty ‘began to protest their problematic working
conditions.

Other studies drew attention to the different reasons that
men and women engaged in part-time teaching and to their dif-
ferential commitments to the work. In a discussion of a survey
she conducted in Santa Monica Community College, Abel ob-
served differences between men and women working as part-
time faculty. She noted that women, in greater numbers than the
men, identified themselves primarily as teachers, relied on teach-
ing for half or more of their income, had prior teaching experi-
ence and credentials, and invested more time in their teaching
preparation (1976, pp. 41-42). A study of part-time hiring prac-
tices in Ohio colleges conducted by Shu Yang and Michele Zak
(1981) supported Abel’s findings. Howard Tuckman and Bar-
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bara Tuckman’s (1980, 1981) reexamination of Ford Founda-
tion data gathered in the 1970s also contributed to the develop-
ing base of knowledge about gender patterns in the employment
of part-time faculty. In “Women as Part-Time Faculty Members,”
Tuckman and Tuckman identified several reasons why more
women than men were “tracked” into part-time positions: Women
lacked geographic mobility, frequently were not offered full-time
jobs, and worked in lower-paying fields such as the arts and hu-
manities that have been identified as “female” fields (1981, pp.
172-75).

Studies of the numbers of ethnic minorities who hold part-
time and adjunct positions have been few and far between. The
need for such studies is especially important in the face of broadly
held impressions that affirmative action policies and programs
have redressed, even reversed, hiring practices that have discrimi-
nated against ethnic minorities. In his essay, “The Myth of Re-
verse Discrimination in Higher Education” (Winter 1995-96),
John K. Wilson, author of The Myth of Political Correctness:
The Conservative Attack on Higher Education (1995), draws
attention to a disparity between the number of whites and blacks
who fill tenure-track positions (assistant professors) and non-
tenure-track posts (instructors and lecturers). Writing in the Jour-
nal of Blacks in Higher Education, Wilson notes:

In the fall of 1992, at all institutions, white men were 47.5 per-
cent of all assistant professors but only 44.1 percent of instruc-
tors and 29.6 percent of lecturers. By contrast, blacks were only
5.8 percent of assistant professors but 6.9 percent of instructors
and 6.3 percent of lecturers. (p. 89)

While some argue that because substantial numbers of Afri-
can Americans have only recently become credentialed in areas
that enable them to enter the ranks of the professoriate, these
statistics are not particularly telling. Jacqueline Jones Royster and
Jean C. Williams question such dismissals. In their article “His-
tory in the Spaces Left: African American Presence and Narra-
tives of Composition” (1999), Royster and Williams remind us
of data that W.E.B. Du Bois reported in 1903 in The Souls of
Black Folk:
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35 years after the end of chattel slavery, approximately 2000
African Americans had received college degrees from 34 histori-
cally African American colleges . . . 400 African Americans . . .
received bachelor’s degrees from historically white northern col-
leges and universities such as Harvard, Yale, and Oberlin. These
data were for the turn of the century—that is, sixty plus years
before the era of open admissions and the emergence of people

of color as substantive entities in mainstream composition nar-
ratives. (1961, p. 582)

These data, like those Wilson reports, call out for study and dis-
cussion.

Studies published in the 1980s drew attention to discipline-
specific features of part-time and adjunct work. Faculty in the
disciplines, particularly disciplines in the general education cur-
riculum, contributed complex and detailed portraits of the in-
~creased use of part-time and adjunct faculty in the teaching of
lower-division courses. Elizabeth Wallace’s edited collection Part-
Time Academic Employment in the Humanities points to the
professional commitment of part-time faculty in the humanities.
Wallace distinguishes these faculty from “moonlighting” part-
timers who hold lucrative jobs apart from the academy:

Part-timers in the humanities, however, are more academically
oriented; they spend much more time outside class preparing lec-
tures, reading, researching, and, particularly if they teach com-
position, grading essays and holding conferences with individual
students. (1984, p. xiv)

To address employment inequities and inadequate recognition of
the central role that part-timers play in the teaching of the hu-
manities, contributors to Wallace’s collection offered narratives
of policies and practices designed to improve part-time faculty
working conditions (p. xvi). Wallace also acknowledged an ac-
tivist agenda, one that emerged in a variety of settings across the
1980s among part-time/adjunct teachers.

In the 1980s, another autobiographical body of literature
about part-time and adjunct faculty began to appear. In this lit-
erature, growing numbers of contingent faculty who had been
defined and categorized by others for purposes of discussion be-
gan to speak for themselves and to expose their unreasonable

— 14 —
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working conditions and unjust wages. The seeds of this literature
were sown a decade earlier in Lawrence H. Berlow and Alana L.
Collos’s article “Part-Time Employment: We Teach; Therefore,
We Are” (1974).

Reflecting on survey information gathered by the Associa-
tion of Departments of English (ADE) of the Modern Language
Association (MLA), Berlow and Collos, adjunct faculty in En-
glish at the Bronx Community College of the City University of
New York, speak as insiders about issues facing part-timers. While
Berlow and Collos agreed that the academy hire contingent fac-
ulty to save money and to secure a transitional workforce, they
did not recognize themselves as less qualified, less prepared, less
committed to their teaching than their tenure-accruing counter-
parts; they did not recognize themselves in most of the profiles of
part-timers and their work that had been published at the time.
Arguing that adjunct faculty were often as well qualified for their
work as their tenure-accruing counterparts, they spoke of them-
selves and their colleagues as “invisible,” a descriptive term that
gained currency thereafter throughout the literature published
about contingent faculty. They also observed that part-time/ad-

‘junct faculty were often neither part-time nor adjunct in the true

sense of those words but were, in fact, central to the teaching
mission of the academy because they were hired in large num-
bers to teach the majority of the academy’s “basic ‘gut’ courses”
as well as “highly specialized courses for which they [had] unique
talents” (1974, p. 9):

A virtually invisible group known as part-time or adjunct faculty
composes a large segment of the teaching staff of many colleges
and universities. In the teaching profession, these people inhabit
a twilight world. Many have higher degrees (M.A.’s or Ph.D.’s)
or are active in the nonacademic worlds of business, culture, or
government. But because they teach part-time, whether out of
necessity or inclination, they are treated as second-class citizens
of the academic community. This is ironic since adjuncts usually
teach either the basic ‘gut’ courses or highly specialized courses
for which they have unique talents. (pp. 9-11)

Summarizing colleagues’ responses to survey questions, Berlow
and Collos described part-time/adjunct faculty as “second-class”
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citizens for whom a “slowing down of the university growth in-
dustry in the 1970s” had led into “dead-end” jobs with “no ca-
reer ladder” (p. 9). The contingent faculty for whom Berlow and
Collos spoke saw themselves not as a flexible workforce but as
underpaid, disrespected professionals cheated by a system that
was also cheating their students.

The students who are our major responsibility, are also being
cheated by the system. Office space is frequently unavailable to
adjuncts, so the only place to hold a conference might be the
local “Joe’s Lunch.” When new introductory courses are pre-
pared or syllabus revisions made for old introductory courses,
adjuncts, who usually teach most of these courses, are closed out
of formal considerations. If adjuncts want funding for a special
project, such as a method of team-teaching or a multimedia ap-
proach to coursework, they are likely to find themselves cut off
from the institution’s support for research money. The adjunct is
also cut off from much professional information. If he or she
wants to travel to a convention or a professional meeting to keep
up with his or her field, take part in a panel, or present a paper,
he or she is likely to be refused access to travel funds. Informa-
tion normally distributed through departmental mail frequently
doesn’t reach the adjunct; notices of library acquisitions, impor-
tant new school resources, or statements of policy may be con-
sidered to be “for full-timers only.” (p. 10) :

Speaking for contingent faculty in the 1970s, Berlow and
Collos discuss themes to be found in the writing of those who
speak about these faculty. But the picture of their colleagues that
Berlow and Collos paint is different from the one found in the
~ social science literature of the time. They depict a corps of well-
prepared, well-qualified faculty in higher education whose per-
sonal circumstances and professional development are constrained
by the conditions of their work. Speaking for their colleagues,
they turned readers’ attention from themselves to the students
with whom they work. From Berlow and Collos’s perspective,
part-time and adjunct faculty’s working conditions were as coun-
terproductive to students’ learning as they were to teaching. By
now, Berlow and Collos’s criticism of hiring practices and work-
ing conditions that frustrate, rather than support, the learning of
postsecondary students is commonplace.
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In disciplines where contingent faculty staff a large propor-
tion of introductory courses, a number of their personal narra-
tives have shaded and textured the portrait that Berlow and Collos
outlined earlier. In “Memoirs and Confessions of a Part-Timer,”
for example, Cara Chell narrates a typical day in her life as an
adjunct writing instructor employed as a “freeway flier”:

Three mornings a week, I rise at six a.m., hit the road by seven
and drive an hour. I teach an eight a.m. sophomore literature
class, grade papers and prepare class plans until noon, teach a
noon first-year composition class, dash back to my office (the
pronoun is deceptive since the office actually also belongs to two
other instructors, but I've never seen them: one is Tuesday/Thurs-
day and the other is nights), pack up my books and papers and
drive for another hour across town to another local university. I
arrive there at two p.m., prepare, grade papers and hold office
hours, then teach a 4:15 advanced composition class. On Tues-
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays I write my dissertation. On Sun-
days I do marathon grading and take out my hostilities on my
husband. (

I am a part-time lecturer. I teach the youth of our nation
those fundamental skills that slick magazines print indignant ar-
ticles about. I do it for about $1,000 a section and no benefits
except the use of the library of one of the universities, a privilege
which I gather we part-timers only recently received for which

we are suitably thankful. (1982, p. 35)

As personal testimonies such as Chell’s began to accumulate
and cross-reference one another in conferences and in print, con-
tingent faculty and their colleagues in tenure-accruing positions
charged their professional associations with the task of publiciz-
ing and protesting their working conditions. These calls led to a
series of statements addressing the employment conditions of part-
time and non-tenure-track faculty, among them American Asso-
ciation of University Professors (AAUP) “Status of Part-Time
Faculty” (1981), the AAUP “Report on the Status of Non-Ten-
ure Track Faculty” (1993), the Association of Departments of
English “Statement on the Use of Part-Time and Full-Time Ad-
junct Faculty”(1983, 1987), the CCCC “Statement of Principles
and Standards for the Postsecondary Teaching of Writing” (1989),
the MLA “Statement on the Use of Part-Time and Full-Time

o Y
L 4‘0
AN



Introduction

Non-Tenure Track Faculty” (1994), and the recent statement is-
sued by a conference held in Washington, DC, in 1997 of ten
professional associations including the AAUP, CCCC, MLA, and
NCTE, the “Statement from the Conference on the Growing Use
of Part-Time and Adjunct Faculty” (1997).

Although the particular recommendations advanced in these
various statements differ, all of these statements predict that the
overuse of part-time and adjunct faculty will erode tenure and
compromise academic freedom, collegiality, and the quality of
undergraduate education. Recommending that colleges and uni-
versities hire full-time, tenured or tenurable faculty, the state-
ments encourage institutions employing large numbers of
part-time and non-tenure-accruing faculty to create a regular class
of “continuing” instructors, to ensure these instructors’ reason-
able salaries, appropriate fringe benefits, and professional devel-
opment opportunities (e.g., CCCC Executive Committee, 1989,
332-35; AAUP Committee G, 1993, 45-46; MLA Executive
Council, 1994, p. 59).

In the field of composition studies—the field in which con-
tributors to this volume practice—the call that led most directly
to the development of the Conference on College Composition
and Communication’s “Statement of Principles and Standards
for the Postsecondary Teaching of Writing” (1989) was what is
known as the Wyoming Resolution (see Figure 1). Approved in
March 1987, at the annual meeting of the CCCC of the National
Council of Teachers of English, the Wyoming Resolution was drafted
jointly by contingent and tenure-accruing faculty during the sum-
mer of 1986 at the Wyoming Conference in English Studies.

In addition to outlining what might be called fair employ-
ment practices, statements such as the 1989 CCCC “Statement
of Principles and Standards for Postsecondary Teaching of Writ-
ing” have provoked discussion and debate of political questions
such as this one: Should professional organizations recommend
the conversion of nontenure positions into tenure-accruing ones
or should they urge improvements in the working conditions of
existing contingent faculty? These debates have been especially
energetic in the field of composition studies, giving voice to the
competing professional and personal priorities of a large and di-
verse group of specialists who teach, study, and administer writ-
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WHEREAS the salaries and working conditions of postsecondary
teachers with primary responsibility for the teaching of writing are
fundamentally unfair as judged by any reasonable professional
standards (e.g., unfair in excessive teaching loads, unreasonably
large class sizes, salary inequities, lack of benefits and professional
status, and barriers to professional advancement);

AND WHEREAS, as a consequence of these unreasonable working
conditions, highly dedicated teachers are often frustrated in their
desire to provide students the time and attention which students
both deserve and need;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Executive Committee of
the Conference on Composition and Communication be charged
with the following;:

To formulate after appropriate consultations with postsecondary

S teachers of writing, professional standards and expectations for
salary levels and working conditions of postsecondary teachers of
2 writing.

To establish a procedure for hearing grievances brought by
postsecondary teachers of writing, either singly or collectively,
against apparent institutional noncompliance with these standards
and expectations.

To establish a procedure for acting upon a finding of noncompli-
ance; specifically, to issue a letter of censure to an individual
institution’s administration, board of regents or trustees, state
legislators (where pertinent), and to publicize the find to the public
at large, the educational community in general, and to our member-
ship. (Robertson, Crowley, Lentricchia, 1989)

FiGURE 1. The Wyoming Conference Resolution.

ing programs. They have also highlighted issues of concern in the
3 larger academic community, issues that are framed in questions
3 such as these: What should be the shape and the work of the
second oldest institution in western society as we enter the twenty-
first century? What roles should contemporary faculty fulfill in
the academy, and how should they be rewarded for the various
parts of their work How can the academy’s reward system en-
courage faculty investment in teaching and service as success-
fully as it has encouraged faculty investment in research and
personal expertise? How can adequate funding be secured to sup-
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port the multiple functions the public expects of the academy?
How should current levels of funding be allocated across the range
of the academy’s current responsibilities? How can an academy
put into practice the democratic ideals it teaches in the curriculum?

During the 1990s, discussions and debates about the work
of contingent faculty have been influenced by questions like these,
questions emerging from calls within and beyond the academy
for reformation of postsecondary education to meet the demands
of a multicultural society in a global economy. At the same time,
they have been grounded in the base of knowledge about contin-
gent faculty that has emerged in the social sciences, the writings
of faculty in various academic disciplines, the case studies, narra-
tives, and polemical statements of contingent faculty themselves,
and the position statements of professional associations.

Unions, Coalitions, and Globalization

Perhaps the most frequently cited study of part-time and adjunct
faculty is Judith Gappa and David Leslie’s The Invisible Faculty.
Building on earlier, descriptive studies they conducted, Gappa and
Leslie joined forces in 1990-91 to interview 467 administrators,
department chairs, tenure-track faculty, and part-time faculty in
eighteen colleges and universities that are representative of the
range of educational institutions. Of those they interviewed, 243
were part-time faculty members. In The Invisible Faculty, Gappa
and Leslie extended their own and others’ earlier studies, dem-
onstrating to the satisfaction of all interested parties that contin-
gent faculty are a diverse group of academics who teach part
time for a variety of reasons, within highly localized terms and
conditions of employment, what they described as “a wildly ran-
dom collection of institutional and departmental practices” (1993,
p. xiii). Convinced that fiscal challenges as well as the desirabil-
ity of flexible staffing, special expertise, and different work op-
tions for faculty would lead to increasing, not decreasing, use of
part-time faculty, Gappa and Leslie urged institutions to value
and support part-time faculty work. In a set of recommendations
for proactive as opposed to reactive employment practices, they
proposed a comprehensive set of policies and practices higher
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education might use to integrate part-timers into the academic
community (pp. 6, 180).

While Gappa and Leslie approached staffing practices from
the perspective of academic administrators facing constrained
economic resources that did not look to improve in the foresee-
able future, faculty activists working in the humanities—such as
Michael Bérubé, Cary Nelson, and Linda Ray Pratt—approached
the issues in the context of discipline-based scholarship and their
work with professional associations. In Higher Education under
Fire: Politics, Economics, and the Crisis of the Humanities (1995),
editors Bérubé and Nelson question the “corporatization” of the
university and urge colleagues to work actively against the over-
use of contingent faculty. Describing their faculty colleagues as
dangerously ignorant of how their institutions work, they go on
to argue that faculty have not communicated successfully to their
publics the meaning and value of their work. Together with con-
tributors to this collection of essays, Bérubé and Nelson call for
faculty and graduate students to become active citizens, to be-
come “knowledgeable about the institutions in which they work
and about the larger social and political formations in which those
institutions are embedded,” to “build relationships with relevant
constituencies” (1995, p. 25).

Although Nelson is primarily interested in employment is-
sues of concern to full-time, tenure-track faculty and graduate
students, he draws attention to part-time employment issues as
they contribute to the shape of academic policies and practices
such as the following: the dwindling ranks of full-time faculty;
the over-enrollment and graduation of Ph.D.’s in the humanities,
where available jobs are few; the exploitation of graduate stu-
dent teaching assistants. In “What Is to Be Done? A Twelve-Step
Program for Academia,” a chapter of his single-authored book
Manifesto of a Tenured Radical, Nelson outlines a dozen means
of redressing the interrelated problems he defines. Among his
proposals are these: developing a bill of rights for fair salaries,
better contracts, benefits, grievance procedures; unionization of
teaching assistants and part-time faculty; challenging professional
organizations to better address employment issues, the future of
graduate education, and faculty careers; and closing down mar-
ginal doctoral programs (1997, pp. 179-85). Urging an activist
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agenda aimed at social justice, Nelson openly confronts what he
and Bérubé call the “idiot savant” stance of tenure-accruing fac-
ulty who have ignored employment issues in the academic ranks.

While serving as president of the American Association of
University Professors, Linda Ray Pratt drew attention to how
public funding for higher education (and the lack of it) contrib-
utes to the use, overuse, and abuse of part-time faculty. Further-
more, she warned that the problems associated with the overuse
of contingent faculty will be here to stay as “long as institutions
need the savings and want the management implications derived
from a large number of underemployed faculty” (1997, p. 274).
One argument Pratt offers for the preservation of funding for
higher education is based on what it takes to provide quality
education; another is based on the need to reduce the academy’s
reliance on part-time over full-time positions. When Pratt calls
on faculty to urge their administrator colleagues to “put more
money” into full-time faculty positions and “more stability be-
hind” them, in effect, she calls for “two conditions that negate
the attractiveness of part-time over full-time positions” (p. 273).

Like their tenure-eligible counterparts, contingent faculty have
become increasingly outspoken advocates for improvement of
their working conditions and for recognition of their achieve-
ments as teachers and scholars. As a result, they have challenged
the popular notion that adjuncts are victims who are powerless
or helpless to change their working conditions. Adjunct faculty
such as P. D. Lesko, founder of the National Adjunct Faculty
Guild and The Adjunct Advocate, the only national publication
devoted solely to adjunct issues; Chris McVay, publisher of the
radical newsletter pro-fess-ing at Kent State University; and Karen
Thompson, president of the Part-Time Chapter of the Rutgers
AAUP, have become active participants and agitators for reform
of contingent faculty’s working conditions. Thompson, chair of
Committee G of the AAUP, regularly publishes articles on ad-
junct issues.

Three organizing principles of Thompson’s activist agenda
are also themes in her writing: Academics must become a uni-
fied, not a bifurcated faculty; they must work together with other
university employees and students to build alliances with con-
stituencies off campus; and they must take their issues to the
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public, demonstrating that redress of their complaints is in the
public interest (A22-24).

Discussion of contingent faculty issues in the 1990s was also
influenced by public complaints and criticisms of the quality of
higher education that emerged during the decade. before. From
muckraking attacks on the professoriate such as Charles Sykes’
ProfScam (1988) to more measured academic criticism such as
that found in Schuster and Bowen’s “The Faculty at Risk” (1985),
the word was out: The professoriate is neither interested in nor
investing itself in teaching undergraduate students. Taken together
the dissatisfactions with higher education voiced inside and out-
side the academy paved the way for proposals published in the
1990s aimed at redefining faculty work.

In what is perhaps the best known of the proposals, Scholar-
ship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate (1990), Ernest
Boyer, former president of the Carnegie Foundation for the Ad-
vancement of Teaching, challenges faculty to move beyond the
counterproductive teaching versus research debate to reconsider
scholarship in terms of four overlapping forms of academic work:
the scholarship of discovery (work that adds to human knowl-

- edge and to the intellectual life of the academy), the scholarship

of integration (work that makes connections between and among
knowledge developed within disciplinary communities and that
places disciplinary knowledge in broader contexts), the scholar-
ship of application (work that emerges when academics’ theories
and the demands of practice interanimate each other), and the
scholarship of teaching (work that transmits, transforms, and
extends knowledge to others, some of whom may themselves
become scholars).

In the Forum on Faculty Roles and Rewards, sponsored by
the American Association of Higher Education (AAHE), faculty
leaders, senior academic administrators, trustees, legislators, and
other interested parties who were persuaded by ideas like those
in Boyer’s proposal initiated discussions aimed at refocusing fac-
ulty priorities and addressing pressing institutional and societal
needs. Looking toward the future, participants in these conver-
sations used lessons from the past to call current practices into
question. In his essay “The Academic Profession in Transition:
Toward a New Social Fiction,” R. Eugene Rice, professor of
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Sociology and director of AAHE, the Forum on Faculty Roles
and Rewards, claims that the following complex of assumptions
about academic work established during higher education’s af-
fluence and expansion between the 1950s and the 1970s consti-
tute a “social fiction”:

1. Research is the central professional endeavor and the focus of
academic life.

2. Quality in the profession is maintained by peer review and
professional autonomy.

3. Knowledge is pursued for its own sake.

4. The pursuit of knowledge is best organized according to
discipline (i.e., according to discipline based departments).

5. Reputations are established through national and interna-
tional professional associations.

6. The distinctive task of the academic professional is the pursuit
of cognitive truth (or cognitive rationality).

7. Professional rewards and mobility accrue to those who
persistently accentuate their specializations. (1986, p. 14)

Arguing that a once-applicable, now-problematic, set of assump-
tions have resulted in a “one-dimensional view of the academic
career, a view that continues to be normative for the majority of
faculty regardless of the type of institution in which they work”
(1986, p. 15), Rice calls for a “new conception of the academic
professional, one that is more appropriate, more authentic, and
more adaptive for both our institutions and ourselves” (p. 12).

Statistical data support Rice’s claim that current assumptions
about academic life are no more accurate than they are appropri-
ate. A 1989 survey of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advance-
ment of Teaching reveals that 70 percent of all postsecondary
faculty—93 percent of faculty at two-year colleges, 55 percent at
doctoral-granting institutions, and 33 percent at research univer-
sities—identify teaching as their primary interest. Contrary to
the generally held belief that faculty devote most or all of their
time to their research interests, 34 percent of the faculty were not
working on a scholarly project at the time of the survey; 56 per-
cent had not published a book or monograph alone or with a co-
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author/editor; 59 percent had published five articles or fewer in
professional publications; 26 percent had published nothing at
all. Only 20 percent of faculty were frequent or high volume
publishers (Bérubé & Nelson, 1995, pp. 3—4). K. Patricia Cross,
professor of Higher Education at the University of California
(Berkeley) complicates understandings of faculty work and val-
ues even further when she observes that although faculty claim a
high interest in teaching, they fail to reward it (1993, p. 290).

Calls such as Rice’s, together with empirical studies of fac-
ulty work, have inspired projects designed to restructure faculty
roles, rewards, and career paths. In the context of the Forum on
Faculty Roles and Rewards, a project entitled New Pathways:
Faculty Careers and Employment for the 21st Century has en-
gaged faculty, researchers, academic administrators, and
policymakers in rethinking faculty work in the light of a renewed
emphasis on undergraduate teaching, scholarship reconsidered,
and concern for the quality of faculty lives across their academic
careers. Among the themes emerging in these discussions are sev-
eral that have particular relevance to contingent faculty. For ex-
ample, many faculty hired into tenure-accruing roles in the
academy find that expectations for publication during the early
years of their careers work against investment in their teaching
and development of healthy family lives. Academic timetables—
third-year and tenure reviews and the productivity on which fa-
vorable reviews depend—recommend that faculty invest their time
and energy in research that will be published and valued by peers
in their disciplines or fields rather than investing their efforts into
their teaching and their departmental, collegiate, and university
programs. Many of these newcomers to the academy think that
fairly compensated and stable part-time academic work during
the early years of their careers might enable them to become good
teachers, productive researchers, collegial university citizens, and
responsible family members in ways that the demands of full-
time, tenure-accruing academic work currently does not (Gappa
& MacDermid, 1997).

Although AAHE’s stance toward restructuring faculty roles,
rewards, and career paths has raised questions among some ad-
vocates of academic freedom and tenure, a series of working pa-
pers, models, and prototypes emerging from the Forum on Faculty
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Roles and Rewards and the New Pathways projects are contrib-
uting significantly to systematic change that is needed if under-
graduate learning and teaching are to be improved and if faculty
roles and rewards are to be realigned to accomplish these ends.
Furthermore, because scholars working in the New Pathways
project share Boyer’s conviction that higher education must find
ways to reward faculty who devote the majority of their profes-
sional energy to teaching and because at least two, Judith Gappa
and David Leslie, are serious students of the work and contribu-
tions of part-time faculty in higher education, the project holds
promise that the work of contingent faculty will figure signifi-
cantly in discussions that are shaping visions of the twenty-first-
century academy.

Another set of conversations that are reconsidering the work
of contingent faculty are now taking place among representa-
tives of the ten discipline-based organizations, including the
American Association of University Professors. These and future
conversations this group plans highlight a coalition-building
movement that has developed in the 1990s to counter the ill ef-
fects of the overuse and abuse of contingent faculty. Coalitions
are now sowing the seeds of activism in ground tilled in the prepa-
ration of position statements that concerned organizations com-
posed and published in the 1990s. For example, in his 1998
outgoing AAUP President’s Lecture, James Perley urged all col-
lege educators—part-time and full-time faculty—to unite around
their common goals and declared policy statements and act to
end the exploitation of part-time and adjunct faculty:

This situation has arisen because we who are full-time faculty
members have allowed it to develop. We have not been vocal
enough in protesting the employment abuse of our colleagues.
We need to come to see the problems of part-time faculty as our
own. And we need to start talking about the value of education,
saying with full voice that education is at least as worthy of sup-
port as is prison construction. (p. 56)

Perley goes on to argue for coalition building, not only among

all ranks of faculty but also with accrediting agencies, governing
boards, and legislative bodies:
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We can insist that accrediting bodies be more than agents hired
to certify that institutions are fiscally sound and do what their
mission statements say they intend to do. We can insist that insti-
tutions meet minimal standards for certification. . . . [We can
consult] with institutions and faculties, state governments and
boards. [We can urge] funding disincentives or caps to discour-
age over-reliance on part-time faculty for undergraduate instruc-
tion. (1998, pp. 57-58)

Arguing for similar coalition-building goals, Linda Ray Pratt
has offered her colleagues case-study models of faculty members
and activists at three institutions who conducted public relations
campaigns to ensure adequate funding for education. And Karen
Thompson has pointed to the need for student support in the
effort to ensure quality education and fair employment practices:

[S]tudents need to know who’s in front of the classroom: they
need to know how we’re treated, how much we’re paid, how
insecure we are. They need to see where their money is going, or
not going; how their issues are connected to our issues. It’s not
just tuition versus salaries. Restrictions in course offerings, re-
ductions in enrollment, cuts in student aid are all part of the
contraction of higher education, which includes downsizing fac-
ulty and rising administrative spending. It’s the university as cor-
poration where profit takes precedence over education. Student-
faculty alliance can more effectively convince administrators to
put quality education first by working together. A strong coali-
tion of full-time faculty, part-timers, teaching assistants, support
staff, and students would be the best vehicle to achieve success.
(A23) '

Plans for coalition-building and conversations among interested
parties were topics that propelled eleven professional organizations
to issue the “Statement on Growing Use of Part-Time and Adjunct
Faculty” (1997), to establish the Coalition on the Academic
Workforce (CAW). Members of CAW are currently using the “State-
ment on the Growing Use of Part-Time and Adjunct Faculty” as a
starting point for conversations with accrediting associations,
academic administrators, and policymakers aimed at improving
the working conditions of part-time and adjunct faculty.
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Over the past three decades, various parties have developed
bodies of knowledge that have led to increasingly sophisticated
and increasingly sensitive discussions of the conditions in which
contingent faculty work. Although the various parties have not
engaged one another in sustained conversations aimed at solving
their common problems and they have not conducted collabora-
tive research into the issues that concern them, contingent fac-
ulty, policymakers, academic administrators, researchers of higher
education, and critics who are calling for academic reform share
a number of understandings: the academy has come to rely too
heavily on contingent faculty, particularly to teach the core cur-
riculum to undergraduates; the working conditions of contin-
gent faculty are, almost without exception, substandard; and
contingent faculty often resemble tenure-accruing faculty in their
talents, preparedness, and in the contributions they make to the
larger educational enterprise.

It is with these common understandings that our collection
of essays begins. What it contributes to the conversation are lo-
cal narratives designed to speak to and encourage the develop-
ment of national conversations with some promise to solve
pressing problems. What all contributors share is a view that the
quality of education that teachers are able to provide students
depends on the integrally related conditions in which teachers
are asked to work and students are asked to learn. Because all
contributors are committed to quality education, they are neces-
sarily committed to fair employment practices and quality in-
struction.

Reading Case Studies

Most of the literature on non-tenure-track employment published
during the last thirty years has been “documentary,” mapping
the extent, scope, and demographics of contingent employment;
“speculative,” telling readers what they can do to improve work-
ing conditions in highly generalized ways; or “polemical,” indi-
cating the problematic politics of contingent employment but
failing to address how local conditions figure into larger pat-
terns. An essential foundation on which to build, this literature
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calls for another body of literature that documents enactments
of reform. In this volume, we address how change can and has
taken place within what Richard Miller calls a “social,” as op-
posed to a pure “ideational,” world (1998, p. 14). As Miller says
in As If Learning Mattered, implementing educational reform
involves understanding and acknowledging “the constraining
forces that shape local labor practices” (p. 9). It means coming
to terms with limits, '

anticipating and responding to, among other things, the reigning
discourses of fiscal crisis, the expressed needs and abilities of resi-
dent student and faculty populations, mandated controls over
class size and course load, and the physical plant’s available fa-
cilities. (p. 9)

It also means having the courage to imagine change within/inside
local, site-specific bureaucratic structures: programs, departments,
colleges, universities.

Moving a Mountain: Transforming the Work of Contingent
Faculty in Composition Studies was inspired by a challenge is-
sued to the profession by the CCCC Committee on Professional
Standards “to compose a series of case studies that may serve as
guidelines for improved working conditions (CCCC Committee
on Professional Standards, 1991). Contributors to Moving the
Mountain offer case studies that describe strategies for transform-
ing non-tenure-track faculty’s hiring procedures, contractual ar-
rangements, salaries. and benefits, work orientation, teaching
evaluation procedures, and professional development opportu-
nities. They also examine the role professional organizations,
collective bargaining units, and community organizing efforts have
played in improving working conditions.

The authors in this volume range from non-tenure-track fac-
ulty, full-time tenure-accruing faculty, academic administrators,
to policymakers. They represent different groups struggling with
local constraints at two-year colleges, four-year colleges, regional,
and research universities, in many parts of the country. In spite
of their different local contexts and various narratives, contribu-
tors share a commitment to what Judith Gappa and David Leslie
have described as a proactive rather than a reactive stance to-
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ward the employment of non-tenure-track faculty in higher edu-
cation. All make the assumption that teaching writing is an im-
portant enterprise and that teachers of writing—no matter what
rank—need working conditions that enable them to provide their
students quality literacy instruction. The authors see better work-
ing conditions and professional development opportunities as
crucial to the integrity of faculty work and the quality of under-
graduate education. At the same time, contributors recognize the
potential to exploit already overworked and underpaid non-ten-
ure-track faculty when departments and colleges “up the ante”
for professional development without improving salaries or con-
tracts. They also recognize that efforts must be made to hire full-
time tenure-track faculty and limit the number of temporary
employees entering the profession.

Extending and updating a project that M. Elizabeth Wallace
began with the publication of Part-Time Academic Employment
in the Humanities (1984), Moving a Mountain presents case stud-
ies and narratives that offer complex, multilayered, multivocal
accounts of efforts to reform the working conditions of part-
time and adjunct faculty. Even as they document the work of
nontenure and tenure-track faculty in composition studies to cre-
ate working conditions within which teachers can teach effec-
tively and students can learn successfully, essays in this collection
reveal much about the state of our profession. They inform
compositionists about working conditions in our field, and they
provide writing program administrators, department chairs,
deans, and provosts evaluative discussions of practices they may
consider as they address the challenges of improving the working
conditions of non-tenure-track faculty and the quality of under-
graduate instruction, and they do something else as well. Taken
together, they offer us a set of lenses through which we may look
at the academy as it enters the twenty-first century, an academy
in which teaching faculty is frustrated more often than not in
spite of all the messages to the contrary. The volume shows us
that non-tenure-eligible faculty are part of a wave of change
washing over higher education. We see academics who are mov-
ing increasingly to unionize, an academy turning to its least se-
cure faculty to lead the way in innovative teaching with new
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technologies, and marginalized academics who are inventing a
scholarship of teaching for which higher education’s leaders are
calling.

The essays collected here are arranged into three sections. In

Part I, “Reforming and Transforming the Culture and Material
Conditions of Contingent Writing Faculty: The Personal and the
Institutional,” authors intertwine their personal and institutional
histories. Individuals tell personal stories as they play out in par-
ticular institutional settings and against the backdrop of larger
disciplinary and intellectual questions. They spotlight writing
program administrators, tenure-track faculty, and non-tenure-
track faculty working to construct professional writing programs
and quality learning conditions for students. As authors in this
section describe programs and settings, they present various cases
for improving working conditions of non-tenure-track faculty.
In their dialogic piece, Richard Jewell and Chris Anson narrate
their individual work histories against the backdrop of the in-
stitutions in which they have worked. In so doing, they tell one
story of the overuse and exploitation of non-tenure-track faculty
in composition studies. Jewell reviews his work history as a non-
" tenure-track faculty member at community colleges and state
universities in Minnesota. His story speaks for his tenacity, his
love of teaching, and his ability to adapt to different teaching
environments and political climates. Anson—a tenured profes-
sor, a writing program administrator, and a published composi-
.tion scholar—tells a different professional story, one punctuated
by his concern about employment issues and his efforts in local
and national settings to limit the proliferation of non-tenure-track
positions such as the one Jewell occupies. While Anson and Jewell
agree that non-tenure-track faculty should be granted professional
working conditions, they disagree about what the nature of the
working conditions should be. As a writing program administra-
tor in the University of Minnesota, Anson opposed creation of
positions like the one Jewell now occupies in that institution.

In the next three essays, Barry Maid, Eva Brumberger, and
~ Carol Lipson and Molly Voorheis describe how professionalized
non-tenure-track instructorships with renewable contracts, bet-
ter salaries, benefits, and opportunities for continued professional
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development were created in three different institutions. Speak-
ing from different vantage points, Maid, Brumberger, and Lipson
and Voorheis—Ilike Anson and Jewell—reach different conclu-
sions about the benefits and costs of such positions. Maid, a
former writing program administrator and department chair,
describes the political fallout that accompanied the profession-
alization and expansion of writing instructors’ roles and rights
in the English department of the University of Arkansas at Little
Rock (UALR). Analyzing changes that took place, Maid reveals
how different cultures, values, and work assignments of writing
and literature faculty led the UALR Writing Program to leave the
English department in 1993 to become the Rhetoric and Writing
department. He also contends that such splits may be necessary
at institutions where there is historical tension and conflict be-
tween literature and writing faculty. When he argues that the
emergence of independent writing programs, may signal “the
emergence of a new applied discipline,” Maid names a theme
echoed in essays in the third section of this collection in which
the scholarship of teaching developed by non-tenure-track in-
structors is explored.

Like Maid, Eva Brumberger reflects on the problem of strati-
fication between English faculty and writing faculty. A lecturer
from the University of Wyoming currently on leave to pursue a
Ph.D. at another institution, Brumberger discusses the develop-
ment of “probationary to extended term academic professional
lecturer” positions (know as the P/ET APL) at the University of
Wyoming. Her essay assesses the costs and benefits of
professionalized lectureships and ways to improve P/ET APL
positions in light of suggestions made in evaluation of the prac-
tice by a consultant-evaluator from the National Council on
Writing Program Administrators. Brumberger argues that
“[c]reating a separate track of instructors to teach primarily writ-
ing courses in many ways makes the struggle more difficult rather
than less so. As our education system has already amply demon-
strated there is no such thing as separate but equal.”

In their essay, Carol Lipson, a tenured faculty member, and
Molly Voorheis, a professional writing instructor in the Syracuse
University Writing Program, describe the costs and benefits of
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professionalized writing instructorships, positions that were cre-
ated in Syracuse in 1986 when the Writing Program was estab-
lished apart from the English department. Lipson and Voorheis
describe the challenges and satisfactions of professional writing
instructors (PWIs) experienced as they took on responsibility for
developing a teaching culture, a merit tier system, and peer evalu-
ation of their work. While they recommend the development of
such instructorships at other colleges and universities, Lipson and
Voorheis remind readers that contexts differ and furthermore that
it is far from perfect.

Maid, Brumberger, and Lipson and Voorheis do not offer
unqualified success narratives but partial ones that struggle to
come to terms with how professionalized instructorships do and
do not address inequities in professional status and working con-
ditions. While a step toward achieving better working conditions,
professionalized writing instructorships do not adequately ad-
dress more fundamental questions about the weight and value
assigned to undergraduate literacy instruction in the faculty re-
ward system. Such positions may exacerbate the stratification
that already exists between full and part-time faculty in tradi-
tional English departments (Brumberger, Maid). In fact, the au-
thors in this section argue that improvements in working
conditions often fall short of addressing more complex and trou-
bling questions about the role of part-time and non-tenure-track
writing faculty in writing programs and in departmental and
university life.

In the last article in this opening section of the book, Helen
O’Grady, a self-labeled “interinstitutional” teacher and gradu-
ate student, writes about the mismatch between institutional
mission statements that boast of low faculty-to-student ratios and
the realities of interinstitutional teaching faced by many writing
instructors employed in these institutions. In her discussion,
O’Grady goes on to demonstrate how critical literacy discourse,
like institutional mission statements, subscribes “to the notion
that teaching is primarily performed by privileged tenure-track
or tenured full-time faculty.” According to O’Grady, “Both dis-
courses elide the material conditions under which many part-
time and non-tenure-track writing teachers work.” Drawing

46



Introduction

attention to the problematic working conditions of interinstitu-
tional teachers, O’Grady reminds readers that they are as prob-
lematic for students as they are for writing instructors who are
constrained in their ability to provide effective writing instruc-
tion. Such instruction, she notes, “depends on teachers having
sufficient time and energy to prepare classes, to respond usefully
to students’ writing and to conduct writing conferences with stu-
dents outside class during office hours.” Interinstitutional teach-
ers find those conditions a luxury, not a norm. O’Grady’s essay,
like Jewell’s, reminds us of the continuing class of temporary part-
time faculty who piece together work at multiple institutions. It
also highlights how the full-time instructorships described by
Maid, Brumberger, and Lipson and Voorheis, while still imper-
fect compromises, are improvements over the temporary posi-
tions and problematic conditions that O’Grady and Jewell
describe.

Together the essays in the first section of this collection out-
line a variety of working conditions and contractual arrange-
ments within which part-time and non-tenure-eligible writing
faculty work. In so doing, they confirm earlier observations that
policy and practice surrounding the work of part-time faculty is
local, and, in some cases, haphazard and short-sighted, and they
call attention to what remains to be done to improve the work-
ing conditions of contingent faculty in composition and to en-
sure that the nation’s students receive quality writing instruction.
Work reported in the second section of this book suggests that
the snapshots of policies and practices revealed in these essays
are part of a larger family album, one that contingent faculty
have assembled, one whose images are leading them to join to-
gether to address their professional concerns.

In Moving a Mountain’s second section, “Collectivity and
Change in Non-Tenure-Track Employment: Collective Bargain-
ing, Coalition Building, and Community Organizing,” authors
document part-time and adjunct faculty’s turn to collective bar-
gaining and collective action in an effort to improve their work-
ing conditions. Contributors to this section discuss both the
possibilities and problems of collective bargaining in part-time
units and of bargaining jointly in full-time/part-time units. In
addition, they discuss how professional organizations and com-
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munity-organizing efforts can assist them in improving working
conditions. In “Are Unions Good for Professors” Stanley
Aronowitz points out that K-12 teachers, with 80 percent of their
profession organized, “have the highest union density in the en-
tire labor movement” (1998, p. 14). Aronowitz also argues that
unionization is the “untold story” of higher education in the 1970s
and 1980s. Contrary to popular opinion, white-collar profession-
als comprise a growing number of union membership, and pro-
fessors, graduate students, and other higher-education
professionals comprise a growing segment of the unionized
workforce: “Until the rise of unions among health-care profes-
sionals in the 1980s and 1990s, the main leader in this trend was
the professoriate” (p. 15). About one-quarter of full-time faculty
or 130,000 professors and other higher education professionals
currently work with union contracts” (p. 16). To give a sense of
the significance of these numbers, this is a “higher percentage of
union density than found in the labor force as a whole” (p. 16).

Walter Jacobsohn, a full-time instructor and former union
officer, opens this section with a compelling account of why con-
tingent faculty are organizing. His essay is an impassioned argu-
ment for non-tenure-track and tenure-track faculty alike to
identify the social and polticial forces that have impeded orga-
nizing around adjunct faculty issues and to move past them.
Jacobsohn identifies the tendency for adjuncts to wish to “pass”
as “respected professionals” as one of the most serious impedi-
ments to their organization. Passing, Jacobsohn contends, “serves
to make the working conditions of adjunct faculty almost impos-
sible to change.” While Jacobsohn draws attention to the im-
pediments to adjunct organizing, in her essay Karen Thompson
provides an agenda and catalogue of strategies for coalition build-
ing and collective change efforts.

Thompson, a part-time writing instructor, president of the
Part-Time Faculty Chapter of the AAUP at Rutgers University,
and chair of Committee G on Non-Tenure-Track Faculty issues
for AAUP, urges part-time and full-time faculty alike to look to
the 1997 United Parcel Services strike as an organizing plan for
what must be done in higher education to stem the exploitation
of contingent faculty. Arguing that the UPS strikers’ “combina-
tion of high participation by part-timers in the strike and the
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full-timers’ willingness to fight for part-time workers’ concerns
was key to the strikers’ victory,” Thompson claims that a model
of “external” and “internal” collegiality must be used if change
in higher education is to be accomplished.

The next three essays in this section are case studies, responses
to the growth of contingent faculty across California’s system of
higher education. John Lovas, a former dean, assistant chair, and
president of the American Federation of Teachers local chapter
at Foothills-De Anza Community College, offers a “thick de-
scription” of the historical development of the community col-
lege system in his area, including an account of the increased use
of part-time and adjunct faculty from the 1960s to the end of the
century. Examining the interaction between legislative action and
higher education development, funding, and strategic planning,
Lovas discusses how Proposition 13 as well as AB1714 (a bill
mandating California’s community colleges to reach a 75 per-
cent/25 percent ratio of full-time to part-time teaching hours)
have affected funding and staffing in California’s community
colleges. Arguing that quality of education issues, not economic
expediency, must drive discussions of faculty issues, Lovas in-
sists: “Governors, legislators and trustees must be made aware
of the significant threats to quality in this massive shift to part-
time teachers. Campaigns must be mounted among students,
parents and business leaders to support significant new funding
to improve the quality of undergraduate teaching. As part of those
efforts to improve teaching, full-time jobs and sound account-
ability measures must be the cornerstones of the new funding.”

The next two essays suggest that the unionization of lectur-
ers in the state of California has yielded important improvements
in lecturers’ working conditions and students’ learning condi-
tions. Judith Kirscht and Nick Tingle, lecturers in composition at
the University of California~Santa Barbara (UCSB) trace the rise
of instructorships in the University of California system, the
growth of the UCSB Writing Program as an independent unit,
and the move of faculty in the program to unionize to combat
unfair labor practices. Elana Peled, Diana Hines, Michael Mar-
tin, Anne Stafford, Brian Strang, Mary Winegarden, and Melanie
Wise describe a coalition-building effort that took place surround-
ing the announced “lay-off” of fourteen lecturers in ESL and com-
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position in San Francisco State University. As a direct result of
their efforts to mobilize the local chapter of the California Fac-
ulty Association (including full-time faculty), representatives of
student government, the media, and undergraduate students (who
would have access to fewer sections of required writing as a re-
sult of the lay-offs), the lecturers were reinstated. Coalition build-
ing succeeded. As Peled, Hines, Martin, Stafford, Strang,
Winegarden, and Wise put it, undergraduate students participated
in the protest because “[t]o support us [the lecturers] was to fight
for themselves, for their education, for the justice they rarely re-
ceive but so deserve.”

In the last essay in the section, Debra Benko describes one
group of non-tenure-track writing faculty’s efforts to improve
their working conditions when they had no union to turn to.
Benko analyzes how part-time and full-time lecturers established
a Full-Time Temporary/Part-Time Steering Committee to improve
working conditions for non-tenure-track faculty in the English
department at Bowling Green State University. Even as Benko
demonstrates what an interdepartmental committee did to help
adjunct faculty, she reveals how success in coalition building can
produce problems. Coalitions can and often do dissolve once
short-term goals are met, leaving larger problems in place. Benko
emphasizes the need to maintain and continually renew a “com-
mittee membership that will work toward long-term goals in
improving working conditions even as short-term goals are met.”
Echoing a theme found in other essays in the section, Benko names
unionization of contingent faculty as one long-term goal to be
pursued.

In Part III, “Rethinking Non-Tenure-Track Faculty Roles and
Rewards,” contributors speak of significant ways in which non-
tenure-track faculty are participating in the major shifts currently
underway in higher education: the use of new technologies to
extend access to higher education and the movement to make the
scholarship of teaching visible in an academy engaged in reconsid-
ering work across the academic mission. In the introductory essay,
Danielle DeVoss, Dawn Hayden, Cynthia L. Selfe, and Richard J.
Selfe Jr., experts in and critics of the uses of digital technology,
observe that disproportionate numbers of non-tenure-track
faculty in composition studies are asked to teach distance educa-
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tion offerings that the academy is currently developing. Specu-
lating on reasons for the academy’s turn once again to contin-
gent faculty to meet a developing instructional need, the authors
note that contingent faculty often have more technical expertise
than conventionally-educated tenure-track faculty in English stud-
ies. They also note that contingent faculty’s precarious working
conditions often make them more willing to update their reper-
toire of teaching practices, more willing to experiment with prom-
ising innovations in teaching, and more willing to take on risky
assignments—such as distance-education teaching—than are their
more secure colleagues. Arguing for strategies that can improve
conditions for contingent faculty and graduate-student teaching
assistants who find themselves teaching in distance-education lit-
eracy programs, Hayden, DeVoss, Selfe, and Selfe speak from
the perspective of the various stakeholders (graduate student
teaching assistants, nontenure and tenure-track faculty, and aca-
demic administrators) who must work together imaginatively and
justly if distance education is to realize its potential to make higher
education more accessible to more diverse students in more di-
verse settings.

To date, few researchers have spoken out about where and
how the work of part-time and adjunct faculty with teaching-
intensive roles figures as scholarship, and those who tend to fo-
cus on how the scholarship figures as “local knowledge.” In an
essay composed to demonstrate that the scholarship of teaching
being developed by contingent faculty has much to offer higher
education as the academy reconsiders scholarship, Patricia Lam-
bert Stock, David Franke, Amanda Brown, and John Starkweather
present and discuss substantial chunks of two writing instruc-
tors’ teaching portfolios. In the process, they argue that contin-
gent faculty joined in a common teaching project not only
represent their teaching and their research into teaching and learn-
ing to one another for peer review and community use but they
also argue that the scholarship of teaching is a holistic scholar-
ship of discovery, integration, application, and teaching all at
once, all together.

In the last essay in the book, Eileen Schell circles back to the
place we began, with an analysis of the discourse that has con-
structed images of and roles available to contingent faculty in
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higher education. With an eye toward a more equitable future
history of future faculty, Schell asks us to abandon the “rhetoric
of lack” in which part-time and adjunct faculty have been the
blamed victims for education’s failure to provide all students
quality education. She urges us instead to take up the issues of
contingent faculty’s compensation, contracts, conditions of work,
and coalition building within a “rhetoric of responsibility”—re-
sponsibility of institutions to faculty and students, faculty to stu-
dents and institutions, students to learning. To do so, Schell argues
will benefit not only contingent faculty and their colleagues but
students and society as well.

A Last Word

When this collection of essays takes its place in the beginning of
the twenty-first century among publications about the work of
contingent faculty in higher education, we hope that reviews will
note a shift in emphasis in the study just as we noted shifts in
emphases between the 1970s and 1980s studies (that documented
both the numbers and characteristics of contingent faculty and
the nature and quality of their work) and the 1980s and 1990s
studies (that documented contingent faculty’s working conditions
and growing numbers, in light of the declining numbers of full-
time and tenure-track faculty in the academy, even as it specu-
lated on the consequences of these phenomena). We hope
reviewers will note that as contingent faculty assumed responsi-
bility not just for their work but also for their working condi-
tions, they did so for their students’ as well as their own benefit.

Part-time and adjunct faculty have defined the issues sur-
rounding their work in the academy differently from researchers
of higher education, policymakers, and academic administrators
who have understood the turn to contingent faculty in light of
the academy’s needs to respond to shifting demographics and cur-
ricular pressures and to address fiscal constraints. Beginning with
Berlow and Collos (1974), contingent faculty have insisted that
discussions of short-term needs—flexible staffing and budget re-
ductions—be put in perspective by discussions of the long-term
benefits of quality teaching and learning conditions. Aligning
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themselves with political figures who remind us that we are liv-
ing in an informational era, a service society, and a global
economy, contingent faculty have insisted that our nation’s great-
est resource is an educated citizenry that depends on a talented
and secure corps of teacher-scholars. One by one, group by group,
coalition by coalition, union by union, contingent faculty are
moving toward realizing this vision.

The academy can move with them, behind them, or ahead of
them. The academy cannot, however, stand still.

Notes

1. For a substantive discussion of shifts in student enrollments and in
funding (both federal and state) from 1970 to 1990, see Margaret
Gordon’s “The Economy and Higher Education” (1993). For an ac-
count of economic, political, and social forces that brought us to our
current use of part-time faculty, especially in writing instruction, see
Eileen Schell’s Gypsy Academics and Motherteachers: Gender, Contin-
gent Labor, and Writing Instruction (1998).

2. What is less obvious are the hidden costs of employing part-time
faculty on the short-term contracts: part-time faculty “must be hired,
oriented, supervised, and evaluated to a greater extent” than full-tim-
ers; furthermore, they do “not always stay long enough to accumulate
valuable experience. For all these reasons, the direct dollar savings per
course are not as dramatic as they appear when the only variable being
examined is the actual salary paid per course” (Gappa, 1997, 15).

3. The Coalition on the Academic Workforce (CAW) is one of the out-
growths of the 1997 Conference on the Growing Use of Part-Time and
Adjunct Faculty that these organizations held in Washington, DC, to
discuss their common concerns and to develop an action plan.
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Shadows of the Mountain

CHris M. ANsON
North Carolina State University, Raleigh

RICHARD JEWELL
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis

Prologue

A Chinese tale in a children’s picture book by Arnold Lobel de-
scribes the quandary of Ming Lo and his wife, who live in the
shadow of a huge mountain. Their house is dark and wet, rocks
tumble from the mountain and make holes in their roof, and
nothing grows in their garden. In frustration, they consult a sage
who offers them various suggestions for moving the mountain:
push at it with a huge felled tree; scare it away by banging on
pots and pans; cajole it with fresh cakes and baskets of bread. To
the dismay of the couple, all of these methods fail. The mountain
doesn’t budge. Desperate, Ming Lo once again consults the wise
man. After deep thought, the wise man tells Ming Lo and his
wife to dismantle their home stick by stick, pack it into bundles,
carry these bundles in their arms and on their heads, close their
eyes, and perform an odd, backward-stepping dance. Following
his instructions at home, they load themselves with their belong-
ings and, eyes closed, step to the dance of the moving mountain.
After several hours, they open their eyes to behold that the moun-
tain has moved far away. Elated, they reassemble their house and
live out their years in sunshine and bliss.

As the title of our essay and this volume suggest, the problem
of working conditions for many teachers of writing has cast a
dark shadow across the landscape of higher education. Looming
above the field of composition itself, the subject of staffing and
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employment remains one of the most politically charged and edu-
cationally debated of all the issues in the huge industry of writing
instruction. And with good reason: in record numbers, colleges
and universities around the country are hiring itinerant workers
to teach writing on the cheap, assigning them by the term to many
sections of composition, without benefits, without training, and
without material support for their work. Yet these lamentable
practices go on in what may be the university’s most important
instructional domain: the development of written literacy.

Early proposals for improving employment practices in com-
position assumed that the problem could be pushed, threatened,
or persuaded away. But the problem itself turned out to be much
less monolithic for some members of the field than for others.
People’s opinions about working conditions are influenced by
their own positions, experiences, and aspirations. An “exploited”
part-timer may like the conditions of his job—a job free from the
heavy committee work, student advising, and publication require-
ments that besiege many a tenured professor. Or a “boss
compositionist,” to use James Sledd’s disparaging term, may fight
constantly with her own higher administration to provide ben-
efits and job security to her nontenured employees. Claims about
the relationship between working conditions and quality of in-
struction may be equally specious: stunningly strong pedagogy
daily graces the classrooms of badly paid part-time teachers, while
some students must endure the dronings of uninspired tenured
faculty who boast high salaries and excellent benefits.

This essay is our attempt to recognize the perceptual com-
plexity that has characterized discussions about employment in
the teaching of writing. In it, we aim to show how our job histo-
ries, and the broader personal and institutional dimensions of
our work, have influenced our perception of employment stan-
dards and practices in composition. When we teamed up to write
this piece, we were barely professional acquaintances. We had
taught in the same department and knew its curriculum but had
never worked together closely. Richard is currently an education
specialist in the composition program at the University of Min-
nesota, a position in which he teaches multiple sections of writ-
ing classes on a yearly renewable appointment. He made a full-
time job of working part-time for eleven years at St. Cloud State
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University and in various community colleges, proprietary col-
leges, and community education programs. Chris was hired at
the University of Minnesota in 1984 as a new assistant professor
right out of graduate school, having never held a temporary or
part-time teaching job except as a TA. He earned promotion and
tenure in four years and became a full professor in 1996. He
directed the Program in Composition from 1988 to 1996.
When the occasion for this piece arose, we decided to avoid
the ordinary sense of collaboration and to collaborate in a differ-
ent sense. We felt it important for each of us to first tell our own
story about employment in composition and then to respond to
each other’s narratives about the issues they raised for us. As a
result, our narratives became the context for a kind of response
dialogue, whose pieces are interwoven throughout our stories.
In deciding on this structure for our essay, we were interested
in mirroring the discursive practices that we believe should medi-
ate our field’s continued concerns about employment practices:
attending to and respecting individual voices; responding to those
voices in the spirit of negotiation and reform; and engaging in
dialogues in which all stakeholders can participate openly, in-
forming each other in ways that both reveal the complexity of
the issues and move toward local and national consensus. In blend-
ing narrative and analysis, monologue and dialogue, the public
and the private, we hope to suggest ways that discussion about
crucial matters of employment can and should take place in many
venues and through many kinds of discourse: conferences and coa-
litions; personal conversations; official and unofficial committees;
and both sponsored and grassroots discussion groups and forums.

Adjunct Mountain Passes
Richard Jewell

Recently I was hired, along with eleven others, as an education
specialist in the University of Minnesota English department’s
undergraduate writing program. Most of us teach five to six se-
mester sections per year of first- and third-year composition and
fulfill committee responsibilities. Most of us also have terminal
degrees or are ABD. I have three master’s degrees.
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I started teaching composition part-time thirteen years ago
at Minnesota’s largest state university, St. Cloud State, which has
about fifteen thousand students. The English department hired
me immediately after I graduated summa cum laude from its
master’s degree program. Before starting my degree program at
St. Cloud, I had been a free-lance writer earning four times the
average free-lancer’s income but still only enough to make half a
living. I began teaching to increase my income, and during my
first few years at St. Cloud, as a teaching assistant and then as a
part-timer, I was content with my role: my children and I were
eating, and I loved my work. The single father of three very young
children, a happy innocent, little did I know of tenure wars or
the insidious lines that separate the work of tenure- and non-
tenure-accruing faculty.

My innocence continued longer than is normal for others,
perhaps because I wanted to teach part-time, perhaps because
the chair of the English department in which I worked was un-
usually supportive of me. I did not know then that the chair fre-
.quently called one or two full-timers who were flexible, told them
he had a single-parent part-timer who needed a later class, and
asked if they would be willing to exchange for my earlier one. I
did not learn until much later that when this chair allowed me to
teach a 300-level research writing class fifty miles off campus
that no one else wanted to teach, some members of the depart-
ment were upset because, at that time, no part-timer was allowed
to teach advanced writing courses. Neither did I understand why
when the chair allowed me—an instructor with more published
short stories than all but one person in the department—to teach
a 300-level creative writing class forty miles off campus that no
one else wanted, a committee was appointed to examine my cre-
dentials before I was allowed to accept the chair’s assignment.

Anson: There’s an interesting complexity in your early history at
St. Cloud State. You clearly had a supportive chair who saw, and
valued, your preparztion, your energy, and your talents. He of-
fered you opportunities (if the unwanted “dregs” of the depart-
ment can be considered opportunities) against the protests of the

- 50 —



Shadows of the Mountain

department. In a way, he was using his authority to resist the hier-
archies that defined what was “allowed”—and for you, that was
fortuitous. But the principle of a chair doing things in an
unsanctioned way can be just as damaging to employment prac-
tices as reforming of them. It would be nice to think that the en-
tire department could have collectively recognized the problems
in their hiring practices and created more equitable positions for
you and others with suitable preparation and strong evaluations.
It’s only in that collective process, to my mind, that we will ever
reform current employment practices.

%%

Jewell: Agreed. As I gradually realized how autocratic my first
chair was, I became less comfortable with being a beneficiary. At
my next school, an autocratic chair was very damaging to me. I
also have seen highly democratic, functional departments: as a
rule they seem to make an effort to support and treat their part-
timers well.

Over time, I grew tired of formulating magazine articles, my
principal source of free-lance income, and took increasing plea-
sure in teaching. Deciding to teach full time, I added to my uni-
versity assignments additional part-time work teaching English,
writing, and humanities at a nearby business college and in non-,
credit community courses. To my surprise, [ was also almost hired
by St. Cloud’s English department, after a national search for
what was called an NTTR—non-tenure-track renewable—posi-
tion: a full-time, indefinitely renewable job.!

Anson: A recent report from the Modern Language Association
argues that “freeway fliers” (non-tenure-track and part-time in-
structors who teach at several institutions in order to make a liv-
ing) often worsen the quality of undergraduate education because,
among other things, “they cannot give [students] the kind of out-
side-the-classroom guidance that has traditionally been consid-
ered good pedagogical practice” (MLA Report on Professional
Employment, 9). How were you able to balance your commit-
ment to good teaching against the obvious time constraints of
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teaching at several institutions (as well as keeping up with your
freelance work)?

Lo 4

Jewell: 'm a quick study. I’ve been able to adapt to different insti-
tutions’ needs. And I kept my courses at several schools as alike as
was reasonably possible. Many of the schools for which I worked
also had strict requirements about my being present for students
at least an hour per week per class, and I’ve always given students
my home phone number. Unfortunately, at times there was no
way to develop syllabuses creatively. In addition, in my one-course
or “freeway” schools, I regularly lamented the fact that I was not
able to interact with students to the extent that I think necessary
for quality education. I do believe that freeway-flier teaching is as
effective as the teaching tenured faculty do in extension courses at
distant locations. That said, the best student services are provided
by on-campus teachers to on-campus students. My experience’
suggests that such services are provided well both by tenured fac-
ulty and by part-timers who are given sufficient and steady work
and pay to remain at one school for several years.

Unfortunately for me, the chair of the St. Cloud English de-
partment retired, and three others took his place in quick succes-
sion. My work schedule changed: I was assigned early morning
classes or none; I encountered greater resistance when I wanted
to teach anything other than what I had taught, and I was less
protected from the hothouse politics of academia at the depart-
mental level. At one point, when the mass communications de-
partment asked me to teach a 400/500-level course, Writing for
Magazines, a few English faculty objected to my teaching a gradu-
ate course. I had no doctorate. However, mass communications
was willing to employ me because it still maintained a two-track
system (professional and academic), a system that, in retrospect,
I consider excellent. Over the years, I have discovered that hiring
based exclusively on a certificate of intellectual knowledge is as
shortsighted in terms of gaining excellent teachers as is hiring
based exclusively on race, gender, or class. In this particular situ-
ation, I found it was not only a few English faculty who were
upset. A part-time colleague in English with training in journal-
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ism, who had applied for part-time work in mass communica-
tions and had been refused, tore down posters about the course
that mass communications hired me to teach and asked me to
display. This taught me another lesson: part-timers competing
for the same work often do not support one another.

Anson: It’s clear that when competition increases for scarce re-
o sources, members of otherwise supportive, networked communi-
" ties begin to distance themselves from one another. I’ve seen this
happen regularly among the tenured professoriate, who can, in a
bad climate, become jealous, competitive, wary, secretive, and
: calculating even while presumably working for the common good
v of their own department. How can administrators establish a sup-
) portive community among instructors at all levels? Hierarchies
don’t help. Marginalized groups can as easily prey on each other as
those at the center prey on them. Including members of all employ-
ment categories in matters of departmental governance can help.

e

s g 1
P e n

L

Jewell: Access to open governance is of great importance, but it
isn’t the only solution. At one of my schools, my department gave
all part-timers full voting rights (by percentage of workload with
absentee balloting allowed), and full representation on working
committees, and at one time moved many of its part-timers into
full-time, tenured positions. However, the school’s higher admin-
= istration found these practices counterproductive to their purposes.
They stopped hiring part-timers to full-time positions almost en-
tirely and cut part-time workloads. My experience has been that
= functional and democratic departments left to their own devices
will attempt to support part-timers, but this support is easily
thwarted from outside the departments when pay and guarantees
of workload and permanence are at stake.

During my years teaching at St. Cloud, I participated in a
state university conference and in a Midwest Modern Language
: Association conference. Activities such as these were acknowl-
; edged and praised by my departmental evaluating committee.
Although I would like to have presented my work at other con-
ferences, the administration did not provide money for part-tim-
: ers to travel. Like most of my part-time colleagues, I limited my
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presentations to settings I could reach in round-trip car travel in
one day. For economic reasons, with few exceptions, I was also
unable to take advantage of opportunities for professional devel-
opment. These opportunities were for teachers with extra money
to spend in the summers or on sabbaticals, not typically for part-
time faculty.

Professional development opportunities were not the only
ones unavailable to part-time faculty. I received retirement but
no medical benefits unless I had worked three-fourths time for
three quarters. Often I would work full time in one quarter, two-
thirds in the next, and be assigned just one course in the third
quarter—keeping me just shy of benefits. No information about
tracking such benefits was given to me, and the first time I quali-
fied, no medical benefits were paid, even though they should have
been, automatically. Later when I discovered the oversight, I re-
quested replacement benefits and was refused. The administra-
tor with whom I spoke offered me compensation for my medical
costs during the previous quarter. I had none: like other long-
term part-timers, I delayed all “yearly” medical checkups for my
family for a quarter when I might qualify for compensation. When
I asked my union representative about this problem, he said I
could grieve it, but almost assuredly nothing would come of it.
In addition, he said, my grievance might hurt part-timers by
making the administration work even harder to cut their benefits
and by making the union work harder to get rid of part-time
positions.

Part-time salaries at St. Cloud when I was there, though bet-
ter than wages for hand labor, were low. Part-timers were all on
the instructor level of a union-bargained pay scale that fortu-
nately did contain increases for up to ten years and slightly higher
pay for those with doctorates. Our pay probably would have
been worse had it not been for the union. After I left, salaries for
English part-timers improved (a little more than $500 per quar-
ter credit for a four-credit course, the equivalent of $750 per
semester credit). However, in another part of the contract that
set the higher pay rates, it was stipulated that if a part-timer did
not teach more than three or four courses per year, pay would
stay at the basic rate and contain no significant increases for years
of service or for education. The union, I learned, had decided to
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give up some part-time rights in order to bargain successfully for
a larger percentage of tenure-stream positions. As part of this
new policy, NTTR (non-tenure-track renewable) jobs through-
out the state were bargained away: existing NTTRs have kept
their protected status and are even able to rise to associate pro-
fessor status, but no new NTTRs or replacements can be hired.

After I left St. Cloud State, the part-time program was largely
dismantled. Tenure lines were better protected throughout the
state by union contract—a wise move in light of the decrease of
tenured positions as a percentage of all faculty positions nation-
ally. However, part-timers were sacrificed to achieve this protec-
tion. Part-timers in the Minnesota state universities could no
longer earn the protected positions that earlier part-time colleagues
had gained. At this time, the St. Cloud State English department
began to register, hire, and train as teaching assistants an increas-
ingly larger contingent of graduate students—up to twenty per
year. In my TA group seven years earlier, there had been three,
and only one in the year before that. This increase in TAs was a
boon to many tenured department members, who never enjoyed
teaching Composition I and could now hand that responsibility
to the students who filled the graduate courses they loved to teach.
It was, however, unfortunate for these graduate students that the
number of applicants for an advertised English position in com-
munity colleges in Minnesota—the only colleges in which a
master’s degree is sufficient for tenure-track teaching in English—
increased to as many as three hundred.

When the union abandoned part-timers in the state univer-
sity system, it established a new degree qualification for post-
secondary teaching. Previously the line drawn between those with
master’s degrees and those with terminal degrees had been blurred.
Many departments at St. Cloud State had older teachers and oc-
casionally (as in mass communications) younger ones with the
master’s who were tenured, as well as non-tenure-track teachers
(e.g., NTTRs) with either the master’s or a doctorate who had
tenure-like job security. In the new hiring environment, only those
with terminal degrees could aspire to tenure; those without such
degrees could expect no tenure, even though they were needed.

I did not stay long enough at St. Cloud State to see these new
policies take effect. My soon-to-be wife had a tenured position at
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a community college in Minneapolis, one hundred miles away,
and so I, the untenured one, moved. During the next six years I
taught part-time at two suburban community colleges. For the
first four of those years, I was essentially a full-time, untenured
teacher with a contract renewed quarter by quarter. In spite of
the heavy workloads, I liked the community college system. Part-
timers in it had many of the same rights and opportunities as
tenured faculty in Minnesota. I participated fully in faculty de-
velopment training projects both on campus and in state meet-
ings, received a full travel allowance that helped me to present at
several state and regional conferences and at the Conference on
College Composition and Communication, and I was on the high-
est step of the pay scale, equivalent to that of a person with a
doctorate. (In fact, at one time the community colleges had a
short-lived, union-bargained system in which after two years, part-
timers with enough courses were automatically given part-time
tenure. With additional courses, they were able to gain full-time
tenure.) I received full benefits in a system in which deans, not
department chairs, hire, fire, and often choose courses for part-
timers. I grew substantially as a teacher with the support of deans
who helped and sometimes even encouraged me to teach new
courses in philosophy, religion, and the humanities (my other
two master’s degrees)

Unfortunately, I was not a good fit in my flrst community
college English department. The department emphasized the
teaching of composition as writing about literature. Unaware of
the national struggles among composition pedagogies, I was
trained—and preferred—to teach writing as an interdisciplinary
study. In addition, the chair and several members of the depart-
ment, supportive neither of my training and preferences nor of
part-timers in general, felt special displeasure when an assistant
dean created a peer-tutor writing center and hired me as its first
part-time director. I made other political mistakes too, in a de-
partment that I gradually discovered was rich with intrigue. I
had supporters, however, none among those who held power in
the department. Two years after [ was appointed director of the
writing center, I was asked to leave. Neither my supporters nor
the dean who had hired me could protect me. I learned a lesson
familiar to non-tenure-track faculty: contingent faculty must
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always have the support of the powerful factions in their depart-
ments to survive, and sometimes being as invisible as possible is
the best way to avoid difficulties.

Anson: I find this part of your story especially unsettling. Because
of your status, you were denied certain intellectual rights that ten-
ured faculty don’t even think twice about. Your choice was either
to submit to curricular mandates and teaching methods to which
you were theoretically opposed, based on current work in the field,
or to risk your position by doing what you thought was best.
Without a way to argue your perspective, you were held hostage
by the system.

3ok

Jewell: I had a very tough three years at that school. In all fair-
ness, I must say that I was caught between the dean who hired me
and liked my pedagogical approaches and members of the depart-
ment who did not. The department should have had the opportu-
nity to choose or reject me initially. On reflection, I wish that I
had kept very quiet—and left as quickly as possible. The reality
was that for a part-timer, I had become too emboldened by my
growth as a teacher at St. Cloud.

I moved on to another community college more in tune with
my training and preferences. I was embraced fully by this new
department, and my new assistant dean was highly supportive.
After one year, though, the dean left, and members of the depart-
ment made it very clear to me that though they supported me,
the college’s administration—which often has the final word in
hiring in this system—did not like to move part-timers into full-
time positions. The system experienced money problems, enroll-
ments dropped, and my college lost a tenth of its funding.
Part-timers at our college lost about half our work and in some
cases two-thirds of our income. In Minnesota community col-
leges, part-timers who teach only one course per quarter are re-
moved from the normal salary scale (calculated as a percentage
of what a tenured, full-time teacher earns), and receive instead a
lower salary (at that time, $350 per quarter credit, little better
than the minimum wage at the time). Experienced teachers, those
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who cost too much, were given smaller loads. The courses they
normally taught were assigned to new teachers, who cost less.

Anson: We badly need to examine the economics of higher educa-
tion to ferret out discrepancies across different departments and
disciplines. I think we would find, for example, that composition
is among the worst areas for this kind of exploitation. At many
institutions, low-cost part-time teachers are used to staff compo-
sition sections in order to generate profit for the university, which
then channels its earnings into other areas. Achieving a better state
of equilibrium between revenue and expenses in composition
would go a long way toward pay equity, even if it didn’t entirely
eliminate the hiring of part-time instructors.

3+ 3k

Jewell: As we seek this equilibrium, a realistic and even laudable
goal is not to eliminate part-timers, but rather to give them per-
credit pay equal to that of full-timers. In fact, concessions in part-
time pay negotiated by two unions in Minnesota have led to fuller
hiring of part-timers: once pay on a per-credit basis became more
equitable, part-timers were more likely to receive larger work oads
and even full-time work.

I found additional work teaching nights in a proprietary busi-
ness college where full-time liberal arts teachers were required to
have a master’s degree, expected to teach six to eight courses per
quarter for forty-eight weeks per year, and paid about $20,000
per year. At this business college I learned to grade quickly, to
avoid innovation, and to spend a minimal amount of time with
students individually. During these two busy years when I might
have been teaching in as many as five different locations in a
given week, I was one of the lucky ones among part-timers: few
were as able as I to find sufficient work in teaching. I watched
many excellent teachers leave college teaching, either temporarily
or for good. During these lean times, I witnessed even more mis-
treatment of part-timers than I saw at other times, abuses no
tenured faculty member ever suffered.
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In 1996, in the midst of these lean times, the University of
Minnesota’s English department advertised twelve “education
specialist” positions. Reluctant to apply at first because of the
relatively low pay ($28,500), I finally did and was hired. Although
raises of those in my position approximate the rate of inflation,
there is nothing like tenure. However, we do have health benefits
and can begin to earn retirement benefits after three years. And,
after three years, we are eligible to compete for term-length re-
search projects (the equivalent of sabbatical leaves). We have no
power in the English department, for we are not faculty mem-
bers; however, compared to other adjunct positions at the local
and national levels, our working conditions are good.

Anson: My own story explains why in this same program (which
is now newly controlled by the English department) I resisted hir-
ing non-tenure-track and part-time instructors. Across the spec-
trum of your many experiences, this position looks good: you can
focus your energies in a single department, your remuneration
and benefits are reasonable, and there is some opportunity for
advancement. However, having been a member of this depart-
ment for fifteen years, I am convinced that many of the inequities
you described in other settings will continue, albeit on different
scales—inequities' the worst of which is the fact that no matter
how hard you work, no matter how stunning your record, your
position is always at risk should the department or the university
decide to change directions, whether for financial, curricular, or
structural reasons. And your burdens are greater than perhaps
among any other employed class in the department. Whereas you
must meticulously account for your activities annually, teaching
assistants with little or no experience in the classroom are not
evaluated formally at all, and are guaranteed reappointment for
six years of graduate school. In some ways, you are less protected
than a first-year graduate student who may know almost nothing
about the highly complex and demanding job of teaching under-
graduates how to become more effective writers. These and other
inequities and discrepancies in status kept me from opening the
door to new classes of employees, even while I recognized that
keeping the door closed meant fewer (if exploitative) positions
for people like you.
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Jewell: I can understand your reasoning and agree with you on
most points. I do think, however, that we, as a profession, have a
tendency to try to solve the part-time problem simply by replac-
ing part-time teachers with as many full-time, tenured positions
as possible. This solution concerns me deeply. First, the reality is
that part-time workers always will exist. Second, and much more
important, when we focus so much energy on replacing part-time
teachers with full-time positions, ongoing injustices are overlooked
time and again. Part-timers are misused and underpaid. If justice
is our goal, the reality is that more equal per-credit pay for part-
timers and a ladder system allowing part-timers to rise to full-
time and to tenured positions are at least as necessary as converting
to more full-time, tenured positions. I might add that in my expe-
rience, equal pay and a ladder system also appear to contribute to
collegiality in a department, just as collegiality often is improved
when a respected faculty member—rather than an outsider—be-
comes an administrator in a department or college.

Over my years of work as a non-tenure-track teacher, I have
experienced a mix of emotions. I have become cynical about the
status and living conditions of part-timers; at the same time, I
have become confident of my abilities. The unfairness with which
part-time faculty live makes me cynical. Tenure-like systems and
pay raises for part-time and other adjunct faculty are needed—
now. Unfortunately, unions, faculty, and administrations are more
often contrary opponents than collegial decision-makers in the
current environment in which administrators are being asked to
operate their units like efficient businesses. Nevertheless, I still
love teaching in my discipline. My current role at the University
of Minnesota is about the best one can do and not have tenure. I
consider my job an acknowledgment of my skills, my record,
and my willingness to keep trying. My students, my profession,
and my work with my colleagues give me pleasure. If I had ten-
ure or a similar guarantee and reasonable salary increases, [ would
be content to teach where I am permanently in spite of the low
pay I receive.
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Can Climbing the Mountain Move It?
Chris Anson

From 1988 until August of 1996, I directed one of the largest
composition programs in the country, a budgetarily and admin-
istratively autonomous unit housed in the College of Liberal Arts
at the University of Minnesota. In that capacity, I oversaw all
personnel issues affecting the program, including the hiring, train-
ing, and supervision of its teachers and staff. Before that time, I
had not given much thought to the principles of employment in
the field of composition, except for the ones that directly affected
my own livelihood. Then, in 1988, I had to face quite regularly
decisions that reflected the ethos of the program and my own
beliefs about employment in composition. It was a tough call.

The program I inherited had never employed part- or full-
time untenured teachers except in evening courses. Every regular
section of composition was taught by TAs, over one hundred of
them, who were enrolled in graduate programs. The position paid
a typical TA stipend and came with tuition benefits and some
short-term health insurance. A dozen part-time instructors taught
evening courses in our extension division, and most of them held
permanent, full-time jobs at community colleges or in business
and industry. Elsewhere, I have shown how the professionalization
of graduate students (who freely opt into advanced degree pro-
grams) is enhanced by teaching classes and becoming involved in
administration or teacher development (Anson & Rutz). There-
fore, I have not viewed TA employment in quite the same way as
I view the employment of adjunct instructors, although I know
all too well how often TAs are also exploited for the financial
gain of a department or institution.

Toward the end of my directorship, beginning in about 1994,
the dean’s office began urging me to hire full-time untenured in-
structors at high section loads. The reasons were purely finan-
cial: TAs incurred extra costs to the university, including health
insurance and free tuition, but taught a limited number of classes.
Full-time nontenured adjuncts, on the other hand, could teach

73

—61 —



MOVING A MOUNTAIN

} nine or more sections of composition a year. The pay differences
between the two groups seemed very small, but calculated over
hundreds of sections of composition, they added up to several
thousand dollars, a bottom line that did not escape the fiscally
sharp eyes of our administration. In spite of the dean’s urgings, I
resisted opening the door to non-tenure-track instructors.

Jewell: I can’t entirely agree with your initial resistance to hiring
! full-time adjuncts, however excellent your motives. I have observed
) resistance similar to yours in the two separate teachers’ unions in
Minnesota’s state university and community college systems. In
the 1980s, the state university union gave up a non-tenure-track-
renewable position that virtually guaranteed indefinite renewal in
order to bargain for more tenured positions. So did the Minne-
sota community college system in the early 1990s. In both situa-
tions, adjuncts did not significantly decrease in numbers but rather
suffered more.

My experience suggests that individuals often choose part-

time work purposefully as I did. Many teachers just out of gradu-
ate school take adjunct positions as a means of working their way
into permanent teaching positions. My two years’ experience, as
one of a dozen full-time, annually renewable teachers in English
at the University of Minnesota, has convinced me that full- and
part-time adjuncts can provide a department greater quality and
consistency in teaching, administration, and teacher training, than
¢ can TAs alone. In addition, excellent systems do exist to reward
adjuncts with tenure-track positions. I saw one in the Minnesota
: community college system.
H Unfortunately, there is a strong tendency in academia to as-
sume that the grass is greener elsewhere; unknown teachers from
other colleges are more attractive candidates for positions than a
college’s own known adjuncts, even when newcomers have no
better credentials. Arguably, teachers whose excellence has been
| observed for several years and who are committed to local aca-
demic and civic communities are better-qualified candidates for
positions than those who are found in national searches.

4 W
Anson: In response to what many perceive to be a “crisis” in fac-
ulty employment, especially in English departments and writing

programs, we are seeing more arguments in favor of hiring ten-
ure-track faculty and cutting back on our over-reliance on part-
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time and adjunct faculty. Now that you bring it up, I think that
part of my resistance to hiring non-tenure-track adjuncts or part-
timers may have come from my having argued year after year for
new faculty positions in composition—exactly what you say led
to the elimination of some adjunct positions in the state univer-
sity system. If a college or university wants to hire well-prepared,
committed faculty, it should try to hire them as permanent fac-
ulty. If the pay, benefits, and other conditions of work are roughly
the same for an adjunct faculty member as for a tenure-track fac-
ulty member, there seems to be little reason not to hire the latter
except for purposes of “flexibility” in times of financial distress.
Nationally, if we don’t keep urging for full-time tenure-track po-
sitions, the abundant candidates in that pool will be forced to
take part-time and non-tenure-track jobs, which only exacerbates
the problem.

My colleagues and I were also mindful that, without a con-
tractual system in place that would guarantee pay levels, benefits,
representation, and the like, our ambitions to treat adjunct fac-
ulty well could be thwarted later by our college administration.
Not creating another class of potentially exploitable employees to
begin with meant we would not be pressured to increase the num-
ber of such employees for the sake of generating institutional profit
that could be used elsewhere (as it almost always is).

Although the dean’s office never actually demanded that we
hire non-tenure-track instructors, from their persistence I knew
that they did not fully understand why I resisted the idea. After
all, it was no more difficult administratively to assign adjunct
instructors to composition courses than TAs, and might have even
reduced the need for instructional development. Each year, we
received half a dozen or more unsolicited résumés or letters of
inquiry from seemingly well-qualified teachers in our metropoli-
tan area, sent in the hope of teaching even one course in our
curriculum. Everyone knew the market could provide us with a
substantial number of teachers—why not exploit the labor po-
tential? As my colleagues and I grappled with this question, I
found myself exploring my own work history for answers. Did
my background give me enough experience to help me under-
stand the issues well? Did my position—a tenured professor with
all the political and material amenities that title assumes—blind
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me to the problems of differential status among instructors of
the same courses? Or did it not matter—was hiring adjuncts sim-
ply a matter of filling sections and putting people on a payroll?

Nothing in my graduate experience predicted that I would
find objectionable the hiring of many nontenured instructors. In
my early graduate studies (an M.A. program in English at Syra-
cuse University), I worked for a while as a part-time administra-
tive assistant in the offices of an instructional-development project
on campus. A semester later, I was hired as a TA in Syracuse’s
composition program, and after teaching for a year, I finished
my M.A. degree by assisting the director of that program and
teaching a reduced load. My work as a composition TA and as-
sistant to the director of composition continued for the next five
years at Indiana University as I completed my second M.A. and
Ph.D. During summers, I picked up extra, mostly academic work,
and was never without a job. My wife, a medical technologist,
worked full-time during almost all of my graduate education,
and her salary, though modest, provided the bulk of our income.
Although we struggled financially, we were really broke only once,
for a month or two, but managed to get by with borrowed funds.

During this time, I looked ahead to the job market with great
trepidation. [ knew that finding a good academic position would
be very hard, and each year my senior graduate student colleagues
made that fact plainer to me as they reported on their own job
searches. [ knew that my own area of composition studies was
burgeoning, and that there would be more jobs for me than for
my peers in highly competitive literary areas. Still, I began to
seek any way I could to enhance my credentials, driving hours to
give papers at small, regional conferences; teaching and tutoring
in every venue I could find; writing and rewriting essays for pub-
lication in regional and national journals; seeking any and every
opportunity I could to be involved in something related to my
field. What I hoped for eventually was a job. Tenure was not
foremost in my mind early in my graduate program, but my ad-
visors soon convinced me that I should seek only tenure-track
positions. In such a position, with hard work, I could secure life-
long employment.

My job search in the last year of my doctoral program yielded
over two dozen interviews and several strong offers. I accepted
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an entry-level, tenure-track position as a composition specialist
at the University of Minnesota, my first and, at this writing, only
job after completing my Ph.D. Although I was involved immedi-
ately in the administration of the composition program, issues of
employment did not really concern me until after I simultaneously
earned early tenure and became director of composition in 1988.
My confidence describing and defending my philosophy of em-
ployment to the dean and associate deans of my college came in
part from the tenure system. They could think me a poor admin-
istrator, or force me to go against my own beliefs in my hiring
practices, or even replace me with another writing program ad-
ministrator who would enact their wishes, but they could not
fire me for my views. Ironically, this protection was one reason
why I was opposed to hiring full-time adjuncts: I knew that it
would create inequities of involvement, speech, and representa-
tion between groups of people who were expected to teach the
same courses equally well.

When the suggestion to hire adjuncts first arose, I had served
as a member and then as co-chair of the CCCC Committee on
Professional Standards for the Teaching of Writing. This com-
mittee, with strong representation from part-time teachers, was
continuing to grapple with employment issues on the heels of the
“Statement,” the CCCC document outlining principles and stan-
dards for the postsecondary teaching of writing. I had read much
of the literature surrounding this document, and had talked to
many administrators as well as to part-time, adjunct, and non-
tenured teachers of writing. What struck me most about the ar-
guments in the field was the relationship between the desire for
disciplinary respect and the desperation I sensed in the lives of
many part-time and nontenured teachers. The more composition
leaders urged the “elimination” of itinerant workers for the sake
of establishing disciplinary legitimacy and “cleaning up” the teach-
ing of writing, the more worried some part-timers became. At
the same time, many composition directors knew that no matter
how hard they tried to eliminate part-time and adjunct instruc-
tion on their campuses, their administrations would win the day.
Leaders of coalitions representing part-time and nontenured in-
structors, in contrast, critiqued not their own existence but their
lack of fair treatment.
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My colleagues in composition understood the problem well.
Literature professors I consulted at Minnesota, however, often
saw the issue in terms of economic models of supply and demand,
or even framed it in the ideology of social Darwinism. If there
were qualified candidates willing, eager, even desperate to accept
nontenured jobs, why not take advantage of them? This argu-
ment troubled me. I knew of half a dozen highly qualified people
who would be happy for such a position. For most of them, work,
any work, was better than nothing. Shut doors represented a more
chilling fear than even the lousiest of teaching jobs.

Jewell: I’'m as troubled as you are by these supply-and-demand
and social Darwinism arguments that many administrators and
tenured faculty members use to justify the poor working condi-
tions of adjunct faculty. I find such arguments about as valid as
when they are used by third-world police states to justify the eco-
nomic enslavement of children, women, and the poor, and when
such arguments are used to justify no limits for the sale of drugs,
sex, weapons of war, or for that matter, human beings. Our social
contract in this country requires not just economic worth, but
also ethical fairness.

But even if we use arguments of supply and demand or social
evolution, how is economic and social worth really to be calcu-
lated? I know of one excellent part-timer who, during an eco-
nomic crunch at his college, couldn’t pick up enough part-time
work to survive, so he became a prison guard to feed his family;
another who, after winning a coveted best-teacher award given
by the student body of a college and praise from a majority of
people in his department, was forced out of his college by an in-
sistent tenured teacher who disliked him. He turned to work in
construction. I know yet another teacher who, when she followed
the suggestion of an administrator to develop a new advanced
course, so upset the more traditional members of her department
that she was given the choice in the following year of teaching
developmental courses or none at all. The pay of another teacher
I knew was so low that in the summers he received unemploy-
ment compensation.

How are these teachers and thousands like them serving our
country’s best interests economically when they do not have the
protections, pay, or benefits granted to the great majority of people
in business and the academic world who have similar or less edu-
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cation and skills? In fact, my experience and observation of part-
time workers in academia has shown me that on average, part-
timers who are regularly rehired generally work as hard and long
per class, offer as many teaching innovations, and create results
as good as do tenured teachers.

R

Anson: When faculty argue the supply-and-demand view of aca-
demic labor, they open the door to precisely the sorts of inequities
you describe. How is it possible for a tenured faculty member to
get a hard-working adjunct instructor fired? Such stories are com-
mon, of course, even within groups of tenured and tenure-track
faculty, but it’s much more difficult for a single person to wreak
political or personal vengeance when there is equal status within
the group. Part-timers who need to moonlight as prison guards
are not being given the sort of regular appointments, adequate
pay, and job security, in one institution, that I believe teaching in
higher education requires. It’s because tenured faculty and ad-
ministrators exploit the desperation of some un(der)-employed
teachers that you and I have heard so many unsettling stories. Just
because there exists a ready-made labor force of writing instruc-
tors doesn’t mean they should be exploited, especially if that ex-
ploitation is designed to advantage those in power by lessening

their own responsibilities.

Part of my resistance also owes, I think, to various experi-
ences I had in my high school and college years in which I either
witnessed or directly experienced the atrocious treatment of work-
ers in factories and on construction sites where I often held tem-
porary positions. My resentment of exploitative employers and
supervisors had a profound effect on the development of my at-
titudes toward fair treatment on the job. Forms of oppression
and exploitation exist in all work situations, at all levels, across
all professions. When the means are possible for a business or
institution to improve the working conditions of its employees,
there are few excuses for not doing so. Not many administrators
in higher education will admit to violating OSSHA standards,
discriminating against minority employees, or riding herd on
workers to the point of destroying their morale. But more subtle
inequities can be found in dozens of college and university lit-
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eracy programs across the country—inequities of course assign-
ments, scheduling, and sensitivity to personal situations; inequi-
ties of representation in decisions about class size or workload;
pay inequities between people doing the same jobs with the same
expectations; inequities in access to equipment, phones, office
space, lounges, computer labs, and libraries; inequities in perfor-
mance assessment; inequities in the advanced scheduling of course
assignments; and inequities in curricular and pedagogical free-
dom. Any employer—in a warehouse, a manufacturing firm, a
country club, or a composition program—has a responsibility to
treat employees fairly and equally.

As the pressure to hire nontenured teachers increased at Min-
nesota, I knew we were fighting a losing battle. The foreign lan-
guages had, from the dean’s perspective, successfully hired dozens
of “teaching specialists” (a euphemism for full-time, nontenured
instructors assigned by the term or year to many courses). Resis-
tance had now become futile.

I realized that once we had made the first hire of an adjunct,
we would be opening a door we might never be able to close. The
practice of hiring particular classes of employees does not change
easily, but the specific treatment of the class might vary consider-
ably over the years. How could we avoid exploiting teachers by
hiring them at low pay and expecting them to teach brilliantly in
multiple sections of composition day after day? How could we
bring them into the management of our program in ways that
would help them to feel part of our enterprise when so much was
at risk for them? What would stop us from hiring and firing such
teachers by the term just because they gave us a new kind of
flexibility in course scheduling? How could we avoid a system in
which adjuncts were more “accountable,” in terms of perfor-
mance assessment, than TAs, whose transgressions were almost
always understood developmentally and excused?

In the spring of 1996, I decided to work out a plan for ex-
ploring the adjunct question on a “pilot” basis. My plan allowed
for the hiring of two full-time, nontenured instructors who would
be assigned the equivalent of eight sections of composition per
year on the quarter system. But at least two of these sections
would be released in exchange for collaborative involvement in
administration and the training of TAs. There would also be a
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special fund set up exclusively for the continued profession-
alization of the two adjuncts. They would have access to (and be
strongly encouraged to use) money to give papers at regional or
national conferences. They would receive an entire year’s teach-
ing schedule all at once, highly responsive to their preferences,
before the fall quarter. They would be eligible for the program’s
teaching award, which [ had established several years before. They
would have full, year-round medical and dental benefits with
university-supported extensions to their families. They would have
special office space and access to phones, faxes, copy machines,
and other supplies. They would be given full representation on
our core staff, the administrative governing unit within the pro-
gram. They would receive a contract for at least three years, pref-
erably five, subject to a standard year-end assessment of their
accomplishments and teaching. And finally, they would have
quarterly meetings with me to discuss their work and their
progress toward a permanent, tenure-track position at another
institution (my department hadn’t hired any tenure-track faculty
in composition in almost a decade, a fact that persists even now,
after the recent loss of two of four faculty who claim composi-
- tion as a specialty). While we knew that in this model, we would
be investing a lot of time and expense in people we were only
helping to move into better jobs, it was the only really respon-
sible way I could imagine to do what we were being asked.

Jewell: The plan you developed for the hiring of full-time adjuncts
is admirable, and some of it (not all) has come to pass. Unfortu-
nately, as you note, you didn’t have the chance to enact it. After
the shift in leadership in 1996, twelve full-time, annually renew-
able specialists were hired. At this writing eight new part-time
specialists and lecturers also have been hired on quarterly con-
tracts, and all eight of them have been told (five of them only after
they started their jobs) that there would be no work for them next
year. I don’t blame the current administrator, who is making ev-
ery effort to give annual contracts to all adjuncts who request
them; rather, I do blame a system of higher education in which
people’s lives are so little valued.

Security exists only as long as does my job. How long will I
last? How innovative or political dare I be? And why must I re-.
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ceive such a low salary with increases amounting to no more than
adjustments for inflation each year, no matter how wonderful a
teacher I may be, how much I contribute to my profession in pub-
lication and presentation, or how much credit I bring to my uni-
versity? For too many years when I was on quarter-to-quarter
contracts, I felt panic every three months, wondering if I would
have enough work to survive a bit longer as a teacher. About once
a year on average some administrator at one of my part-time lo-
cations would make a mistake that would significantly change
my income by forgetting to complete paperwork for it, or worst
of all, forgetting to tell me of a canceled assignment in time for me
to find a replacement for it somewhere else. Apologies, much less
replacement work, were rare.

Now that ] have an annually renewable contract and am mar-
ried to a tenured teacher, I feel almost expansive in my relative
security. But I see my old panic, fear, courage, and will to teach
reflected in the faces of part-timers and friends around me who
still live a hand-to-mouth existence. All of us are impoverished by
the demeaning manner in which we treat these fellow teachers.
Solutions to these problems exist. How many more decades must
we wait before they are adopted?

%%

Anson: I was dismayed when the new composition administra-
tion, populated by literary scholars in the English department,
hired a dozen education specialists and then, on their heels; eight
individuals in an even more vulnerable category of instructors
(teaching specialists and lecturers) who are being hired and fired
by the term. While you don’t blame the current administrator (your
boss), he is no more at the mercy of the higher administration
than I was—and is willing to enact and tolerate what it suggests.
You and the other education specialists are more involved in run-
ning the program than any faculty in the English department, and
you do this alongside heavy teaching loads. In a way, that in-
volvement has given you a special sense of responsibility, and has
built a community from your ranks, that makes your overall em-
ployment at the University seem bearable, perhaps even desirable.
But your uneasy security comes from a system in which the ten-
ured literature faculty deliberately abrogate their responsibility to
the program by giving you the administrative and training work
that they ought to be doing. In so doing, they also shift some of
the accountability from themselves and place you at greater risk
than if you were only teaching classes.
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This “distancing” of the tenured administrators from the in-
ner workings of the program represents, for me, an especially dan-
gerous move. Good writing programs not only treat all their
employees with fairness and respect but also create a climate in
which people of all ranks and employment categories work to-
gether in a spirit of cooperation and collaboration, sensitive to
each other’s needs and working for each other’s good, for the good
of the program, and for the good of the students it serves.

For me, the unresolved tension in our stories comes from
knowing that you have found a position in which you feel some
degree of security, but also knowing that had I continued as direc-
tor, you might not be working for us at all. Thanks to the hiring
concessions of the English department, you now have what you
consider to be as decent a position as you’ve found in the last two
decades. The faculty administrators who hired you also have the
knowledge that, during a budget squeeze, you are expendable so
that they can be guaranteed lifelong employment yet never teach
more courses per year than they can count on one hand.

The merger of our once-independent composition program
into the English department led to many changes in employment
practices, not the least of which was the sudden hiring of many
contingent faculty in at least two new ranks. The department
also chose to keep me as uninvolved as possible in its new com-
position wing, a move that at first affected me strongly in light of
what I considered to be a host of questionable practices in em-
ployment, teacher development and assessment, and curricular
management. The experience, however, has left me realizing that
reform will not occur if we rely on individuals to do the right
thing in writing programs. In the past two or three years, several
writing programs around the country have experienced adminis-
trative takeovers, political coups, and unprincipled mergers re-
sulting in steps backward in the struggle for better working
conditions for writing teachers. The writing program adminis-
trators on these campuses, even with the backing of many col-
leagues, were not able to prevent the worst from happening to,
or in, their own programs. New technologies that support dis-
tance education and telecommuting also pose a major threat to
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the status and legitimacy of composition instruction as a whole,
as I have argued elsewhere (“Distant Voices”). Much of this cost-
saving technologizing of writing instruction is being urged and
sponsored by higher administrations, potentially turning the in-
dustry of composition into a kind of piecework enterprise with a
labor force of exploited reader-responders paid by the hour.

I now believe that moving the mountain will require major
organizational intervention. In a contribution to a published sym-
posium on the 1991 “Progress Report from the CCCC Commit-
tee on Professional Standards,” Greta Gaard and I argued that
reform in composition employment should ideally begin locally;
“most major reforms in higher education,” we wrote, “succeed
contingently, directed in diverse ways at different institutions
where they are put into motion” (172). We ended our essay on a
note of optimism: “At Minnesota, where the [CCCC] Committee’s

involvement may be our next step, our hopes are high” (175).

Today, my hopes are still high for reform; but my convic-
tions about local, grassroots efforts have given way to skepticism
from seeing the efforts of principled but vulnerable units get
thwarted by powerful institutional structures and hierarchies.
Political and economic realities in higher education—cutting costs,
taking a “free enterprise” approach to the labor force, and creat-
ing two- or multi-tiered instructional staffs based on missions of
teaching and scholarship—will no doubt continue to loom above
the field of composition. However, if many major organizations
can join forces and collectively create and endorse strong posi-
tions on the principles of part-time and nontenured employees,
administrations would be more likely to avoid the publicity and
scandal that major deviations from these positions might yield.
Accrediting boards and agencies, for their part, could begin by
endorsing such principles as reflecting conditions of program-
matic, departmental, or collegiate strength. _

I am not alone in my belief that employment reform will best
be accomplished through strong, national-level lobbying, the in-
volvement of major national organizations, and perhaps even the
threat of institutional censure. In the “Statement from the Con-
ference on the Growing Use of Part-Time and Adjunct Faculty,”
published in the January-February issue of Academe, represen-
tatives of ten major higher-education organizations propose that
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a coalition be formed to include universities and professional,
scholarly, and higher-education associations. Among almost a
dozen suggested actions, that coalition should formulate state-
ments of good employment practices that could be endorsed and
acted upon by high-level government bodies; define the appro-
priate ratio between full- and part-time faculty appointments;
“and collaborate with accrediting associations to secure the imple-
mentation of good practices regarding the use of part-time and
adjunct faculty appointments and the exercise of enforcement
mechanisms where such practices do not occur” (59; emphasis
added). Far from being draconian measures insensitive to our
local contexts, these mechanisms will pressure administrators and
faculty leaders to find solutions to financial, curricular, and peda-
gogical problems that lead them to take advantage of teachers
for whom the urgency of employment makes them easy targets
for exploitation and oppression.

Jewell: It is said that a society can be judged by how it treats the
least of its members. Nontenured teachers are the least in the higher
education community. Ultimately the use of tenure or similar job
security is the only way that administrations, unions, and tenure-
accruing faculty will accept their non-tenure-track colleagues as
equal, valued, and empowered. Tenuring the untenured—creat-
ing a system of steps leading to virtual or real tenure for all teach-
ers who serve their students, colleagues, and schools responsibly
and intelligently—would work in the best interests of teaching
and learning. It would also serve as an example of ethical respon-
sibility toward individuals from which other professions might
learn. We should, in short, find specific methods of moving those
who have earned it from the shadow of the teaching profession
into the sunlight.

R

Anson: The system of tenure itself almost daily endures greater
public scrutiny and uninformed criticism from those who believe
no job should come with a guarantee of lifelong employment. In
this milieu, the increasing replacement of tenured professors with
part-time and contingent faculty will continue to undermine all of
higher education. Providing a system of guaranteed employment
for the latter (based, as is tenure, on proven excellence in teaching
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and service to the institution), and ensuring them equality in pay,
benefits, representation, and material support, will go a long way
toward reversing what has become a dangerous trend.

That trend has its origins, however, in practices that have led
to an overabundance of qualified individuals who encourage in-
stitutions to profit from their eagerness for employment. Just as
we work toward equity for all teachers, we also need to be more
responsible stewards of our graduate programs, producing new
faculty in proportion to the opportunities and need for them as
tenure-track hires. While there will always be teachers who do
not want full-time employment, and while such teachers can pro-
vide excellent instruction and valuable support to the institutions
that hire them, the quality of our colleges and universities de-
pends crucially on full-time, tenure-track faculty whose time, com-
mitment, involvement, and expertise are focused on their single
place of work. At the same time, public respect for tenure, and for
the faculty it supports, must be earned. Across higher education,
we need to place much greater emphasis on excellence in teach-
ing, perhaps even establishing programs that certify faculty as
teachers (thereby ridding ourselves of the great irony that, unlike
pilots, surgeons, attorneys, or tax consultants, professors need no
certification or even prior experience to do what they are mostly
hired to do: teach students). This stronger emphasis on teaching,
especially in research institutions, will most certainly result in a
rebalancing of work priorities, but the result will be a less easy
division between scholarship and pedagogy, the latter now too
often relegated to teachers who live and work in the shadows of
our colleges and universities.

Notes

1. NTTRs were created in Minnesota in the 1970s and 1980s, when the
state university teachers’ union developed a strong protective system
for non-tenure-track teachers. NTTRs have permanent, annually renew-
able positions. Although the positions are usually full-time, they carry a
guarantee of at least three-fourths time and full benefits. NTTRs, most
of whom do not have doctorates, may rise, after a requisite number of
years and some publication, from instructor to assistant and associate
professor status, and they may be granted sabbaticals. In times of cut-
backs, NTTRs are released before tenure-track teachers; otherwise, they
enjoy the full benefits of tenure.
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2. In the 1980s, the union negotiated successfully a simple but powerful
series of stepping-stones that charted a path from part-time temporary
to part-time tenured, to full-time positions. Unfortunately for part-tim-
ers, the state community college system dismantled much of this struc-
ture. Since then, part-timers’ job security and to some extent their pay
have been determined by individual colleges. The union has been sup-
portive of part-timers but unable to offer them a complete umbrella of
protection.
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CHAPTER Two

>

Non-Tenure-Track Instructors

at UALR: Breaking Rules,
Splitting Departments

BARRY M. MAID
Arizona State University East

L ike many institutions, the University of Arkansas at Little
Rock (UALR) treated the problem of not having enough ten-
ure-track English faculty to staff first-year composition as an
aberration to be rectified in the future with additional tenure
lines. The solution was to hire temporary part-time lecturers to
staff the sections. Then in the mid- to late- 1980s, the English
department realized those seemingly necessary tenure lines would
never be forthcoming. As a result, the department went through
the process of creating non-tenure-track, but permanent, full-time
teaching positions in order to staff first-year composition. Though
no one realized it at the time (1990), the creation of these new
positions played an integral role in the creation of the Depart-
ment of Rhetoric and Writing at UALR in 1993.

The story I tell here is a schism narrative that relates the ways
in which it was not possible to “integrate” the two cultures of
the Writing Program and the English department at the UALR. I
speak here as an administrator who directed the Writing Pro-
gram and chaired the English department. While this narrative is
inevitably local—about one English department, one Writing
Program—the story I tell has wider historical and political impli-
cations. Two overarching questions guide my analysis: Should
writing programs exist in English departments? Is the nature of
the work done by the two groups in English—often non-tenure-
track faculty teaching writing and full-time, tenure-track faculty

teaching literature—so different that it is unproductive for them
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to be housed in the same unit? How is an academic department
going to function successfully when it has faculty who have dif-
ferent professional records, different professional goals, and dif-
ferent teaching assignments?

Institutional and Departmental Overview

The University of Arkansas at Little Rock is a metropolitan uni-
versity with an enrollment vacillating between just under ten thou-
sand students to just over twelve thousand students. It is a
relatively new institution founded in 1929 as Little Rock Junior
College, under the auspices of the Little Rock Board of Educa-
tion. In 1957 it became Little Rock University, a privately sup-
ported four-year institution. Finally in 1969, it became the
University of Arkansas at Little Rock, a part of the newly formed
University of Arkansas system. Now, like most metropolitan uni-
versities, the UALR is almost exclusively a commuter campus.
Averaging in ages twenty-six to twenty-seven, students at the
UALR tend to be married, divorced, or single parents. Many have

-served in or are currently serving in the military. Often, their

current effort is not their first attempt to earn a college degree.
UALR is an institution where faculty are torn between identify-
ing themselves as a Research I University and a Liberal Arts Col-
lege faculty; they are, in fact, neither. UALR’s mission is to engage
in applied research, but many faculty trained in the traditional
liberal arts have trouble understanding this mission.

In 1982, 1 became the Writing Program administrator (WPA)
in the UALR English department during my second year as an
untenured assistant professor. At that time almost all the full-
time faculty taught composition, usually comprising half of their
four courses per semester load. None of the tenure-track faculty
had had any training in rhetoric or composition, though techni-
cally neither had I. Of approximately twenty-two full-time fac-
ulty only three of us had done any professional reading in writing,
though another three had written composition textbooks. As the
new WPA, I hired and supervised approximately twenty part-
time writing faculty. Our part-time staff was, to say the least, a
heterogeneous group. Some had taught part-time for years; some
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had just returned to Little Rock and were teaching part-time until
full-time work came along. Some were high school teachers, and
others worked full-time as technical writers and liked to main-
tain an academic connection. Still others were full-time parents
who chose to work part-time while their children were young.

The way we staffed first-year writing was counterproductive
to good teaching. Every year we lost approximately one-third of
our part-time staff; most part-time faculty worked for us for less
than two years before leaving. Ironically, the programs that used
Ph.D. candidates as TAs had more stability than we did. As a
new WPA, I was young enough and naive enough to think I could
change the situation by professionalizing the part-time instruc-
tors via workshops on writing theory and practice.

The First Change

Through a fortunate combination of events in the mid-eighties
(the hiring of several more writing faculty and the allocation of
state money), we were able to institute training workshops for
both full- and part-time faculty. The initial training workshops
introduced writing process theory—something new to most of
the UALR English faculty. The workshops themselves were a
combination of actual writing, responding to one another’s writ-
ing, and discussion of current professional articles. All partici-
pants were paid, thus enticing the attendance of the full-time
faculty to meetings required for new part-timers. We also insti-
tuted a series of “brown bag seminars.” With these professional
development activities, we revised the composition curriculum
to engage current composition theory. Still, the system that we
were using to inform ourselves and effect change was not pro-
ducing the best-possible composition instruction. The program’s
success depended on a trained, full-time professional composi-
tion staff. We needed to devise an institutionally acceptable plan
to hire that staff.

On July 1, 1987, when I became chair of the Department of
English and JoAnne Liebman (now Matson) became WPA, we
both agreed that creating full-time, non-tenure-track positions
for composition would be the best way to improve writing
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instruction. The Dean of Arts and Sciences had hired some full-
time instructors with MAs to help teach first-year math; this pro-
vided us with a campus precedent, if a faulty model (the math
instructors were supposed to teach five courses per semester and
had little support). Nonetheless, in her enthusiasm as the new
WPA, Matson proposed the idea to the English department, where
it was met with hostility and a threat to deny her tenure. We
backed off on the proposal.

Two years later, however, in fall 1989, we were faced with a
growing number of first-year students. In the middle of registra-
tion, the chancellor gave us permission to upgrade four of our
part-time instructors to temporary, one-year, full-time employ-
ees. They were to teach four sections of writing for both fall 1989
and spring 1990 semesters at a salary of $22,500 plus full ben-
efits. In 1990, the administration agreed to authorize full-time
positions to help teach the first-year writing courses. As a result
of several developments (including advising of majors and the
emphasis on writing majors and minors), our number of majors
rose from 60 in 1987 to over 220 in 1993 when the unit split into
the Department of English and the Department of Rhetoric and
Writing. Though most of the new majors and minors were there
for the writing courses, many took upper-level literature courses
as well. As a result, the literature faculty began to teach more
upper-division classes; also, in my capacity as department chair, I
moved a number of literature faculty out of the composition class-
room. No one complained because the literature classes had a
healthy enrollment—well beyond minimum standards. This move
created a staffing need in the first-year composition program.

Moving the literature faculty out of the composition pro-
gram was more than a staffing issue; it was a matter of excel-
lence in teaching. Many literature faculty, although well-
intentioned, saw teaching composition as a duty; they felt that
teaching and studying composition was less rigorous, less intel-
lectual, and less important than studying literature or literary
theory. In addition, because of their traditional training in liter-
ary studies, few had received any training in the teaching of writ-
ing, even though many had put themselves through graduate
school working as teaching assistants responsible for writing sec-
tions. Because their training and intellectual work was focused
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on literature, most did not fully invest themselves as writing teach-
ers. In my opinion, professionalized part-time faculty were bet-
ter teachers than full-time faculty who had little or no training in
the area and were above mentoring.

Moving to Full-Time Positions

Ironically, the full-time faculty’s disinterest in teaching writing
became one of our selling points for the full-time instructorships.
Realizing that hiring full-time composition instructors would re-
duce their chances of teaching composition, literature faculty fi-
nally accepted the idea of hiring full-time permanent instructors.
There were only two points of contention: the first was the issue
of de facto tenure after the seventh year; the second concerned
departmental voting rights. Actually, both of the issues were eas-
ily resolved under the University of Arkansas System Policy. The
problem is faculty do not always abide by System Policy and
neither campus nor system administration tends to enforce it—
especially in the touchy area of faculty governance.

UA System Policy allows for hiring full-time faculty with full
faculty rights at the level of instructor. The one exception is that,
by definition, the position of instructor-is a nontenurable posi-
tion. Instructors work on one-year contracts renewable as long
as programmatic need exists and yearly evaluation deems it to be
appropriate. The English department faculty accepted the notion
of permanent nontenurable faculty, with some squirming from
local AAUP members. We adopted a hedge policy that gave full-
time instructors voting rights in “areas which concerned them.”
What the faculty failed to realize (as did the dean) was that de-
partments do not have the right to supersede System Policy.

Interestingly enough, as we were beginning to move toward
creating full-time instructor positions, the real stumbling block
became the provost who had initially been the prime mover. He
insisted that the instructors teach five courses per semester; I re-
fused to agree to those terms, citing NCTE and ADE Guidelines
on course loads. After two weeks of almost daily meetings, the
provost came to a meeting of the English department where the
faculty, to a person, told the provost that a five-course load was
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simply unacceptable and unprofessional. Since [ had been meet-
ing with him for days, [ was quiet. Then I presented the argu-
ment [ had been saving: I suggested that he was using the wrong
model by comparing first-year writing instructors to first-year
math instructors. I then suggested if there was another model on
campus it was surely that of journalism whose accreditation
agency requires that they teach no more than three courses per
semester and have no more than eighteen students per class.

Although the meeting ended with no resolution, the provost
asked if there were an appropriate organization to provide re-
viewers for writing programs. I told him about the Council of
Writing Program Administrator’s Consultant (WPA)/Evaluator
Program, which is as rigorous and thorough as a discipline spe-
cific accreditation review. First, the program requires an institution
to do an in-depth self-study, and then it brings in two experienced
and trained consultant/evaluators for an onsite visit; I was imme-
diately given the “go ahead” to begin the review process.

In the review report, the consultant/evaluators made a key
comment in the “Workload” section: “We know of no four-year
English Departments where anyone’s course load is more than 4/
~4” (p. 7). The report had the desired effect on the administra-
tion. By the end of May, we were authorized to conduct a search
for six full-time composition instructors who would teach four
sections per semester at $24,000 for a nine month contract with
full benefits—a salary roughly equivalent to the local school dis-
tricts’ pay rate for entry level MA teachers. We searched for in-
structors with at least a master’s degree in an appropriate area
and a demonstrated commitment to teaching writing as well as
an awareness of current theory, research, and approaches to teach-
ing composition. The full-time positions included teaching four
sections of freshman composition each semester, performing ap-
propriate departmental and university service (e.g., committee
work), and engaging in professional activities (e.g., workshops,
conferences, continuing education).

We conducted a regional search and hired six people; all but
one were currently part-time instructors at the UALR. With ad-
ditional authorization, we hired three more people from the pool
for a complement of nine full-time instructors: eight women and
two men—one African American. There was tremendous com-
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petition for those first nine positions, and some local candidates
who did not get the full-time positions have never forgiven us
and chose not to return as part-time instructors. In reality, we
lost some first-rate teachers that way. By hiring this group and
giving them secure positions with full benefits (health insurance,
retirement), we could ask them to devote all of their many tal-
ents and energies to developing the composition curriculum and
teaching writing. Now we could expect programmatic consis-
tency and continuity.

Although they were not required to be publishing scholars,
the full-time instructors received funding to attend a professional
writing conference, regardless of whether they were to appear on
the program. Though they were only asked to attend the confer-
ences, most of the instructors started submitting proposals to be
on the program. Currently, almost all of them have given at least
one national presentation. This last fact confirms what may have
been our most important hope in the professionalization pro-
cess: by welcoming our full-time instructors into the community
and by actively encouraging their professional growth, we have
seen them develop as professionals far beyond what we could
have predicted. I had hoped after winning what appeared to be a
major battle in professionalizing the faculty who taught first-
year composition that the problems would have disappeared.
What we discovered was that we had created a new set of prob-
lems, which had to be addressed.

Not a Bed of Roses: The Next Set of Problems

While in the beginning administrative issues were pressing, later
we found ourselves confronting a far more complex series of
questions: How is an academic department going to function
successfully when it has faculty who are different from one an-
other? Should instructors be allowed (and that is the language
that was used) to teach anything other than first-year courses?
As stated earlier, the English faculty was supportive of hiring the
full-time instructors because they really had no professional in-
vestment in the writing program. They perceived that teaching
composition is service, not intellectual work. Unfortunately, this
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speaks to one of the central problems present not only in English
departments but across the academy: We are a service profession
in denial. The positions of most faculty at most colleges and uni-
versities, as defined by the employing institution, are positions
that combine teaching and service. The faculty, on the other hand,
define their positions by their intellectual work.

The problem of who should teach the first-year course was
complicated because it emerged on two different fronts. Several
of the full-time instructors had worked as full-time technical
writers, technical editors, corporate trainers, and writing con-
sultants before taking the instructorships. While their workplace
experience made them clearly more qualified, if not more appro-
priate, to teach our junior-level technical writing class than lit-
erature faculty, the English faculty could not accept the idea of
anyone without a Ph.D. teaching anything but first-year classes.
When UALR changed its core curriculum to require sophomore-
level World Literature of all students, we simply did not have
enough faculty to cover these extra sections. The administration
looked to the instructors to fill the gap. The literature faculty
argued against the administration’s plan, emphatically stating that
only Ph.D.’s in English who were hired with a national search
were qualified to teach the course. Eventually the tenure-track
literature faculty relented and decided that someone with an MA
might be able to teach the World Literature course; however, the
literature faculty demanded that new positions be created to teach
World Literature with the proviso that instructors already em-
ployed would have to become candidates in the search process.
This, of course, was to be done in the name of standards, fairness,
affirmative action, and department precedent. The English depart-
ment limited the teaching assignments given to people hired to teach
writing. Even I had experienced this limitation. Although my dis-
sertation was in Victorian fiction, I was told when I was hired that
I could teach only writing. The only way I could ever teach any
literature course would be to apply for a different position and go
through a second national search. The message was clear: the de-
partment can allow “lesser qualified” people to teach writing, but
the standards of who can teach literature must be protected.

Unfortunately, the attitudes held by UALR English faculty are
not atypical. They are the function of the classic clash between
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those who teach applied fields and those who teach in the hu-
manities (see Berlin, 1987; Brereton, 1995; Miller, 1991). Because
of this “classic clash,” the UALR literature faculty’s attitudes to-
ward the instructors are not surprising. The instructors had two
strikes against them; they had one less degree, and they taught a
course that had no disciplinary prestige.

The Last Straw

As these conflicts developed, my term as department chair ex-
pired. I had served six years and wished to step down, but there
was really no one to take over. The department, for years, had
refused to hire anyone with administrative potential since those
candidates interested in administration were thought to be “less
serious” about their scholarly work. I resigned myself to reelec-
tion, although I was not committed to serving a full three years.

A week before the scheduled election, two tenured faculty
members appeared in my office. They wanted to make sure that
full-time instructors would not be allowed to vote in the upcom-
ing chair election. Since I had been supportive of the instructors
and their status, a group of the literature faculty, of which these
two were members, assumed that the instructors would vote as a
single block and that I would do their bidding. While the daily
business of the department was running smoothly, there was an
undercurrent of fear among some of the literature faculty that
the instructors might dominate departmental decisions. None-
theless, I told the two faculty members that I expected to follow
university policy on the matter.

I checked with the University System Attorney about non-
tenure-track faculty voting rights; he told me, by Board Policy,
the department could not limit which faculty were allowed to
vote and which could not. He also told me that the dean had the
final say in appointing a suitable department chair while voting
members of the department only offered a recommendation for a
suitable candidate. When I announced the lawyer’s decision and
my decision to abide by it to the department, the literature fac-
ulty refused to cooperate. Memos starting flying in the depart-
ment with copies to the dean and provost. The dean asked me to
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hold a series of open meetings with both tenure-track faculty and
instructors to “bring the faculty together.” Instead of bringing
the faculty together, the meetings further divided us. Some of the
faculty brought tape recorders to record the discussion. Still, some
literature faculty made unproductive and insulting comments
about the writing instructors. They equated the instructors with
the secretarial staff and then qualified their remarks to assert
that the secretarial staff could probably teach better. They im-
plied that the instructors were hired illegally. It went down hill
from there.

Finally, in a memo titled, “Where We Go from Here,” (March
18, 1993) the provost presented us with the following four pos-
sible scenarios:

¢ Scenario One, Status Quo: Department deals with the current
issues within the framework of 1986 governance document, as
amended in 1990. Dean and provost cease involvement.

¢ Scenario Two: Composition Subunit within department. A de-
fined subunit, including full voting rights for full-time instruc-
tors, is responsible for composition program, including selection
of composition director. Otherwise functions within 1986 gov-
ernance framework, as amended in 1990.

¢ Scenario Three: Reassignment of Composition Program and
Writing Center (Reporting to University College or College of
Education or Provost Office). Another version of this would com-
bine developmental and freshman English, math, and reading
with their labs into one division.

¢ Scenario Four: Two Departments—One Literature, One Writ-
ing. No description given. (Anderson, p. 2).

At a follow-up department meeting with the dean and the
provost, everyone was cordial, but, again, condescending com-
ments emerged, this time about the instructors and all of the
writing faculty. This meeting, more than anything else, brought
home to me the aristocratic mind-set that allows for the exploi-
tation of adjunct writing faculty. Comments made in the public
meetings indicated that the literature faculty simply viewed the
writing faculty (especially the non-tenure-track faculty) as an in-
ferior professional group not worthy of the voting rights granted
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by the system and departmental policy. During all the discus-
sions concerning voting rights, the tenured writing faculty (with
the exception of two technical writing professors who were lit-
erature faculty and chose to stay in English and teach literature
after the split) all supported the instructors’ full rights to partici-
pate and vote. The writing faculty accepted the instructors as
colleagues; the literature faculty did not. Ironically, many litera-
ture faculty espouse left-wing ideologies and encourage their stu-
dents to value “difference” in their classes. Yet, when it comes to
those issues that are closest to them, labor issues and the gover-
nance of the academy, some are aristocrats of the first degree.
Once a group sets itself up as being inherently superior to an-
other group—whether that second group is defined by academic
degree, gender, or race—the first group cannot value or respect
the different skills of the second group.

The Outcome

A few weeks later, the dean showed me the draft of a memo
calling for the creation of the Department of Rhetoric and Writ-
ing. Although the decision had been made by the provost, imple-
mentation of the separation was to be in the dean’s hands. Looking
back at the four scenarios presented in the provost’s memo, I
suspect he was leaning toward separation all along. The two cru-
cial issues were programmatic integrity and faculty rights for all
regardless of rank.

The problems that occurred as a result of implementation of
the new department need to be chronicled elsewhere. However,
the new unit had a significant impact on the work lives and pro-
fessional opportunities for the non-tenure-track instructors. Dur-
ing the first few weeks of the new unit, I assigned two instructors
with significant consulting experience to sections of technical
writing. It was a highly pragmatic move, not a bold political move,
as some surmised. No tenured faculty members were teaching
second summer session. We needed to offer technical writing; I
had two qualified teachers. As they taught technical writing, I
freed up sections of composition for other people to teach.
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I wish this story could have a fairy tale ending. My profes-
sional life and the lives of others at UALR would be much easier.
Just five years after its creation, the UALR Department of Rheto-
ric and Writing was named the university’s “Department of Ex-
cellence for 1998.” We’ve come a long way in five short, but
tumultuous, years. Winning the award has given the unit a sense
that the new beginning is still ahead. We recognize that many of
the problems we faced in the first five years were vestiges of a
department culture that could see difference in faculty roles only
in hierarchical terms.

In the Department of Rhetoric and Writing, where full-time
non-tenure-track instructors make up more than half the faculty,
we still have problems with defining roles—not unlike those we
faced in English. The instructors were hired to be teachers first,
who were then expected to engage in professional development.
However, it seems as though over time they have raised the ante
themselves. Since most of them now make professional presenta-
tions and some of them publish, they have come to believe that
these professional activities are expected—not exceptional. There
are complex reasons for our continuing problems, but I don’t
think they are insurmountable. For example, non-tenure-track
instructors try to mimic tenure-track behavior at evaluation time.
As a result, teaching, their primary job, is devalued in favor of
professional activities (which were originally defined as added
value for instructors). I suspect the roots of this are deep within
the culture of the academy—especially humanities disciplines,
which value scholarship over teaching. My own solution is simple,
perhaps naive, still I think effective. For non-tenure-track fac-
ulty, I'd reward documented excellence in teaching with merit
pay. Nothing seems to engender culture change in the academy
more than the reward. To solve the problems, our unit must en-
gage in a culture change.

If we are to succeed and perhaps serve as a model for other
institutions, we must acknowledge and accept that our faculty
are different from one another. Because we are different, we will
play different roles and must be rewarded by different criteria.
This is nothing new. However, we get into trouble by trying to
implement the old triad of teaching, research, and service. In this
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schema, service gets relegated to committee work and as a result
gets discounted; teaching is what everyone does, so that research
is all that matters. Ernest Boyer’s Carnegie Foundation Report,
Scholarship Reconsidered (1990), points out some of the prob-
lems with such a method for tenure-track faculty. As deficient a
model as it is for tenure-track faculty, it is completely inappro-
priate for the non-tenure-track faculty with heavy teaching loads.

We must then look at ways to evaluate faculty on the basis of
their real jobs—not their imagined jobs. Clear and precise job
descriptions will need to be written for both non-tenure-track
and tenure-track faculty. These descriptions will differ and must
be evaluated differently (including, in some cases, different peer-
evaluation committees). Above all, it should mean that job de-
scriptions should coincide with actual work assignments. Faculty
who have administrative assignments, for example, will be evalu-
ated and rewarded (including promotion and tenure) for those
assignments. Doing so is in the spirit of the WPA’s “Evaluating
the Intellectual Work of Writing Program Administrators: A
Draft” (1996) and the MLAs “Making Faculty Work Visible:
Reinterpreting Professional Service, Teaching, and Research in
the Fields of Language and Literature” (1996). This also means
that tenure-track faculty, because of their credentials, will have
teaching assignments primarily in the graduate program and at
the undergraduate upper-division while instructors will prima-
rily be teaching first-year writing and some of the junior-level
classes. What it really means, however, is that we are all willing
to accept these different roles. And here’s the rub. In a unit born,
at least partly, out of a struggle for faculty rights for all regard-
less of rank, it is difficult for some to understand that “different”
doesn’t mean “less than.” In order to do so, what we’ll need
most of all is a mutual respect among all the members of the
department, and that, in a culture based on traditional academic
values, is perhaps the hardest thing to achieve.

Is the creation of a Department of Rhetoric and Writing out-
side of an English department the answer for all or most Ameri-
can colleges and universities? The answer depends on the cultures
and values within an institution’s English department. If an En-
glish department is willing to accept that writing faculty are dif-
ferent from literature faculty—meaning that they may have

~« 100



Non-Tenure-Track Instructors at UALR

different degrees, different institutional roles, that their research
methods and results may look very different, that they may regu-
larly publish collaboratively, that they may engage in program
administration as professional activity, and that for some con-
sulting will be a professional necessity—then writing faculty may
flourish in an English department. There are, in fact, a handful
of departments across the country that appear to have attained
such a positive mix. Yet, by establishing work criteria in the field
of writing that differ from those present in traditional literary
studies, we are not dealing with a subset of English Studies, as
the traditional view dictates, but rather the emergence of a new
applied discipline. In colleges and universities that are forging
partnerships with both public and private organizations outside
the academy, writing programs will need to flourish. To do so, as
I argue here, most writing programs and their faculty may need
to be separate from English departments.
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CHAPTER THREE
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The Best of Times, The Worst
of Times: One Version of the
“Humane” Lectureship

EvA BRUMBERGER
New Mexico State University, Las Cruces

Introduction

The conversation about the marginalization of the teaching of
writing in English departments is certainly not a new one. Over a
decade ago, in 1987, this already ongoing conversation led to the
Wyoming Conference Resolution’s opposition of unfair working
conditions for postsecondary teachers of writing. Since then, many
English departments have sought ways to reduce what Lester
Faigley has referred to as “the colonized status of writing in-
struction” (1992, p. 53). One approach has been to improve
material working conditions for writing instructors, many of
whom are part-time and/or temporary. However, while the im-
provement of material conditions responds to several critical prob-
lems, it does not fully address the many factors that comprise the
“social context for writing teachers” (Robertson, Crowley &
Lentricchia, 1987, p. 274). That social context is determined both
by material issues—such as salary, course loads, and benefits—
and by issues of intellectual community, such as respect, support,
and collegiality. Therefore, improving material conditions can-
not entirely solve existing problems with the intellectual context
for most writing programs, namely their often marginalized po-
sition in English departments and the university.

In this essay, I discuss the University of Wyoming’s version of
a full-time long-term (potentially permanent) lecturer position—
sometimes known as a “humane” lectureship. I examine the ways

- 403



MOVING A MOUNTAIN

in which these positions improved the material conditions and
intellectual conditions of writing teachers at the University of
Wyoming; I also analyze the lingering problems that these posi-
tions did not address and some that they created. My goal here is
to highlight the need for improvement of material issues but also
to address the ways in which there are larger issues of depart-
ment culture and disciplinary history that must be considered
when creating non-tenure-track, full-time writing instructorships.
In my analysis, I draw upon personal experience, interviews with
tenure-track faculty, a survey of lecturers in the department, and
local documents. The interviews with faculty focused on the his-
tory of the lecturer position, external and internal changes neces-
sary to give the teaching of writing more respect, and awareness
and perceptions of lecturers’ professional contributions. The sur-
vey of lecturers inquired about classroom and non-classroom
assignments, professional development activities, research leaves,
perceptions of departmental tensions, and specific ways in which
to relieve those tensions. Only three of the six lecturers responded.
The interview and survey responses enabled me to assess the costs
and benefits of the full-time, long-term lectureship and to sug-
gest concrete strategies for improvement that may assist others
who have instituted full-time instructorships and wish to improve
them or who are seeking to establish such positions.

Justification and Creation of the
Extended Term Position

As someone who taught as an “adjunct” for three years before
obtaining a full-time lectureship, I know what it is like to be
hired from semester to semester, to receive no benefits, and to
earn approximately one-half what full-timers at the same institu-
tions did for teaching the same courses. I am well acquainted
with the heavy course load, minimal compensation, and lack of
job security common to the adjunct positions often held by writ-
ing instructors. I am also painfully aware of the sense of isola-
tion—the lack of “colleagues” and therefore of community—that
often accompanies these positions and makes professional devel-
opment difficult, if not impossible. My awareness of such issues
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solidifies my belief that improving working conditions benefits
not only adjunct instructors but also their departments and their
students.

At the University of Wyoming, temporary instructors have a
better work environment than many adjunct writing faculty at
other institutions. They are hired for one academic year at a time,
for a maximum of four years, and receive the same benefits as
other university employees (although only for the academic year).
They are typically hired as full-time instructors rather than course
by course, and they are paid approximately $19,000 for teaching
eight courses per academic year, including up to one non-class-
room assignment per semester, such as tutoring in the writing
center. Yet, their limited contracts still put them in a tenuous and
marginalized position within the department.

To address these problems, the University of Wyoming cre-
ated the “probationary to extended term academic professional
lecturer” position (P/ET APL) in 1992. The positions, which pre-
date the Wyoming Conference Resolution in their development,
were designed to help the department offer continuing employ-
ment for excellent writing teachers who lacked Ph.D.s and thus
were ineligible for full-time positions. The P/ET APL positions
allow the English department to maintain “a cadre of good in-
structors who were [and are] well-prepared in the teaching of
writing” (Constantinides, 1997). The positions were also created
to resolve the question of de facto tenure if temporary instruc-
tors were rehired for six or more years.

The P/ET APL Position and Its Place
in the Department

To meet the criteria specified in the position description, P/ET
APLs have a six-year probationary period followed by a six-year
renewable contract. Prior to the renewable contract, the P/ET APL
position has a yearly reappointment process, which closely paral-
lels that for tenure-track faculty. P/ET APLs are required to be
strong teachers and to grow professionally; the position is there-
fore defined as 78 percent teaching and 22 percent professional
development. The load for P/ET APLs is twenty-seven semester
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credits per academic year, six of which are set aside for professional
development. This translates to a 4/3 teaching load, including up to
one non-classroom assignment per semester. Courses most fre-
quently taught by P/ET APLs (and temporary lecturers) are Scien-
tific and Technical Writing, Freshman Composition, Introduction
to Literature, Writing in a Technical Field, First-Year Composition
for International Students, and Oral Skills (also for ESL students).
The most common non-classroom assignments are tutoring in
the writing center and mentoring graduate teaching assistants.
Most of the P/ET APLs, like their temporary lecturer coun-
terparts, hold master’s degrees rather than doctorates, yet they
make approximately $5,500 more per year and have a lighter
teaching load that creates room for their increased professional
development activities. The English department, which currently
comprises 6.5 P/ET APLs, 7 temporary lecturers, 21.5 professo-
rial faculty, and 15 graduate students, teaches an average of 156
sections of literature and writing courses per year. Writing courses
constitute a substantial percentage of these enrollments; for ex-
ample, there are often as many as 12 sections (23 students each)
of Scientific and Technical Writing offered in a semester (and
taught almost exclusively by temporary lecturers and P/ET APLs).
Multiplied by two semesters, that is over 550 student enrollments
in one writing course alone. There are even higher enrollments in
first-year composition, which is predominantly staffed by P/ET APLs.
The department mission statement, although focused on lit-
erature, does mention the teaching of writing; however, there is
no writing program mission statement and there is no official
writing program, which may account for some of the tensions I
will allude to that revolve around the intellectual issues associ-
ated with writing instruction and the employment of P/ET APLs.

Improvements Accompanying the P/ET APL Position

The professional development component of the P/ET APL posi-
tion enables—and requires—them to keep current in the field
and to interact with colleagues from other institutions, with the
expectation that these activities will benefit their teaching and
future professional development. The lighter teaching load (as
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compared to the temporary lecturer load) facilitates this devel-
opment, and P/ET APLs may apply for conference travel funds
that range from four to six hundred dollars per academic year.
They also review textbooks, publish articles, and complete other
projects for professional development. As Ann Ronald, former
Dean of Arts and Sciences at the University of Nevada, Reno
(UN-R), says of permanent lecturers in the UN-R English depart-
ment: “Part of their success comes from the interest they take in
rhetoric and composition as a field for intellectual inquiry” (1990,
p. 34). A high level of professionalism is critical to the success of
these positions at any institution.

As P/ET APLs grow as both teachers and as scholars, they allow
for a continuity of intellectual work. They are viewed as perma-
nent members of the department and university communities,
and they are eligible to serve on departmental and college-level
committees for standard two-year terms, unlike temporary lec-
turers. Finally, the stability and continuity of the P/ET APL posi-
tions benefit students. It is likely that students receive improved
instruction resulting both from the professional development and
from the security of their instructors; they can establish and main-
tain relationships with their instructors, taking additional courses
from them over the years and relying on them as unofficial advi-
sors. Undergraduate and graduate students may also receive fewer
contradictory messages about the value of writing and the teach-
ing of writing when they see their writing instructors are perma-
nent and valued members of the academic community. In short,
as Ben McClelland indicated in his 1995 Council of Writing Pro-
gram Administrators’ Consultant Evaluator report on the Uni-
versity of Wyoming writing program, “[P/ET APLs’] terms of
appointment, including salaries and benefits, professional devel-
opment opportunities, and travel funds, are much better than the
norm. Indeed, their working conditions are the envy of the ma-
jority of the profession’s writing teachers” (pp. 12-13).

Issues That Remain Problematic

However, while the creation of these “humane” lectureships has
improved working conditions, many problems persist. First, such
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positions have not addressed the abiding distinction between the
teaching of literature and the teaching of writing; in fact, such
positions have reinforced the split between the teaching of writ-
ing and the teaching of literature. Although most lecturers are
trained in literature, they teach virtually all writing courses in the
department (with the exception of “creative writing” courses).
They are not permitted to teach the 4000-level and graduate-
level courses, but an exception is made for the 4000-level Scien-
tific and Technical Writing course, which is taught exclusively by
lecturers with “special expertise.” There is a clearly visible (and
audible) sentiment that a doctorate with a specialty in literature
is required to teach literature courses, while a master’s degree in
any area of English will suffice to teach writing courses—an atti-
tude that serves to further separate P/ET APLs from tenure-track
faculty. And, since the English major does not currently include
any writing courses, P/ET APLs rarely have any interaction with
the department’s 140 majors. Unless they serve as mentors to
teaching assistants, P/ET APLS also have little contact with the
department’s graduate students, even though those TAs also teach
writing. As a result, even though there is greater inclusion into
the departmental culture than that available to temporary lectur-
ers, P/ET APLs are still in a marginalized position in the depart-
ment and university community.

P/ET APLs separate status is clearly communicated in their
material positioning in relation to tenure-track faculty: their dif-
ferent teaching loads, prorata pay, professional development
choices, leaves, and voting privileges. Their positions are, of
course, defined differently than tenure-track faculty, which leads
to many of the distinctions. Professorial positions require 60-75
percent teaching, 20-35 percent research, and § percent service,
while P/ET APL positions are 78 percent teaching and 22 percent
professional development. However, given that teaching is heavily
weighted for both positions, and given the university’s stated com-
mitment to both teaching and research, one must question whether
the salary and teaching load differentials between the two classes
of faculty are reasonable. Tenure-track faculty teach a 2/2 load,
tenured faculty a 3/2 load, in comparison to P/ET APLs 4/3 load.
Many of the literature courses have small enrollments, while the
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courses taught by lecturers often are writing courses filled to
capacity (twenty-three students). For example, Scientific and Tech-
nical Writing is typically at capacity and requires each student to
submit forty pages of final copy—upward of nine hundred pages
of reading for the instructor per section (not including drafts). At
the same time, the starting salary for an assistant professor is
typically at least $10,000 higher than that for an assistant lec-
turer (the “equivalent” rank). Granted, the professorial faculty
hold doctorates, while most of the P/ET APLs hold master’s de-
grees. However, if the salary is determined by the position, not
by the degree, even those lecturers with a Ph.D. are not paid
commensurate salaries. The current salary structure clearly indi-
cates that teaching literature is more valuable than teaching writ-
ing. The perception is that, as long as lecturers earn less, they
will be less respected; put differently, with greater equality in
pay, there is likely to be more equality in professional standing.
Although it is not realistic to ask that lecturers receive the same
salaries as equivalently ranked professorial faculty, it seems rea-
sonable to expect—and to argue for—a more equitable salary
structure.

While tenure-track faculty are eligible for sabbaticals, paid -
leave, and unpaid leave, P/ET APLs are only eligible for unpaid

- leave. The inherent message in this policy is that P/ET APLs do

not engage in scholarly or professional activities that would ben-
efit from sabbatical or paid leave. However, P/ET APLs indicate
that they would use paid sabbatical/research leave privileges ef-
fectively, primarily by furthering their education and expertise in
their field (Brumberger, 1998), which would certainly be benefi-
cial to the department.

A marked difference in voting privileges also separates P/ET
APLs from tenure-track faculty. P/ET APLs are only permitted to
serve on committees and vote on issues deemed “directly relevant”
to them. They may not vote on issues that affect tenure-track
faculty (though the tenure-track faculty may vote on P/ET APL
issues). For example, although their feedback was certainly so-
licited and considered, P/ET APLs were not permitted to cast
ballots in the selection of a rhetoric/composition candidate this
past spring, even though that individual will direct the writing
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program and will work closely with the lecturers. P/ET APLs’
voting privileges are limited in a way that clearly indicates they
are a separate—and less respected—<class of faculty.

Even in the area of professional development, P/ET APLs
may find themselves confined to developing professionally in ar-
eas defined by the department, not necessarily by their scholarly
interests. Pursuing activities outside one’s perceived area of ex-
pertise is frowned upon, and that “expertise” seems at times de-
termined more by departmental need rather than by one’s own
professional interests. For example, one P/ET APL focuses her
professional development on technical communication simply
because that is what she is most often assigned to teach
(Brumberger). Thus, P/ET APLs may find their professional de-
velopment projects strongly directed by departmental need and
may feel discouraged from exploring new directions in their ca-
reers, developing new knowledge, and adopting new pedagogi-
cal practices.

P/ET APLs, although marginalized in the department, over-
all, are clearly in a privileged position when compared to the
temporary lecturers, who have a heavier teaching load, a lower
salary, and no vote whatsoever. Thus, not one, but two “subcul-
tures” now exist within the department, both comprise writing
teachers who have a distinct—and less respectable and respected—
position within the department’s culture. McClelland notes that
lecturers in the profession typically “feel condescended to by regu-
lar faculty and unappreciated for the workloads they carry” (1995,
p. 12). This statement holds true at the University of Wyoming.

These tensions are exacerbated by the fact that most of the
individuals who hold probationary-to-extended-term positions
were previously temporary. The funding for P/ET APL positions,
although initially separate, now comes from the same pool as the
funding for tenure-track lines, meaning that hiring more P/ET
APLs can conflict with hiring tenure-track faculty. Because the
department needs to fill tenure-track lines to maintain both the
major and the graduate program, it is unlikely that additional P/
ET APLs will be hired until those needs have been met. Com-
pounding this problem is a sentiment among faculty members
that any future hires should come from outside the department,
making it unlikely that those who are currently temporary will
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ever be able to change their status within the department, even
though that option existed for their colleagues. Understandably,
this has led to a certain amount of bitterness among the tempo-
rary lecturers and deepened the divisions within the department.
Thus, although creating “humane” lectureships (P/ET APLs)
has improved material conditions and fostered professional de-
velopment opportunities, it has not been a completely effective
step. And, it certainly has not assured the teaching of writing a
position of respect equivalent to the teaching of literature within
the department. The disparities that remain point strongly to a
differential sense of worth accorded the two enterprises.

Some Suggestions for Further Improvement

To give writing—and writing instructors—an equal place in En-
glish departments, we must alter the intellectual culture of those
departments and the practices of universities whose mission state-
ments claim to value teaching, including teaching of required
courses, while privileging research. This is, of course, far more
complex than simply altering material conditions. In order to
transform departmental culture, we must first create a “contact
zone” in which teachers of writing and teachers of literature can
work together productively. In his Council of Writing Program
Administrators’ Consultant-Evaluator’s report, Ben McClelland
suggests that “the area of rhetoric and composition has been rel-
egated to a marginal position in the [University of Wyoming En-
glish] department’s academic mission” (1995, p. 7). This
observation is supported by a comment from one of the P/ET
APLs, who said, “In terms of APLs and professorial faculty, we
are talking about different ‘orbits,” different worlds” (Brumberger,
1998). How can we bring those “different” worlds and different
“orbits” more in alignment with one another?

McClelland presents some very concrete approaches for re-
versing this trend and fostering departmental collegiality. Before
considering McClelland’s recommendations, however, it is im-
portant to note both the benefits and the limitations of an out-
side review process. The obvious benefit is that an outside reviewer
can provide an objective assessment of the problems and impar-
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tially offer possible solutions to those problems. The limitations
are twofold: first, the reviewer cannot possibly approach the task
with the extensive knowledge of the department that an insider
can; second, implementation of any suggestions that are both
feasible and desirable is only a realistic goal if the department as
a whole is willing to take ownership of them and work together
on their implementation. In other words, the actual changes have
to come from within the department itself.

To facilitate such changes, McClelland suggests, first, that
literature and writing faculty team-teach courses; second, that
distinguished lecturers in rhetoric and composition be invited to
speak at the University of Wyoming; third, that literature faculty
be more involved in teaching writing courses; and, finally, that
the English major be revised to incorporate rhetoric and compo-
sition courses. Each of these steps would “provide a common
ground for professional conversations between faculty of differ-
ent areas and between faculty, lecturers, and teaching assistants”
(McClelland). These are productive recommendations, but what
would it take to implement them?

Team-teaching, McClelland’s first recommendation, would
encourage development of collegial relationships between fac-
ulty members and P/ET APLs and may minimize an “us” and
“them” way of thinking. In addition, team-teaching would give
each member of the team knowledge of what the other does in
the classroom, which could lead to a greater awareness of the
goals that the teaching of literature and writing have in common.
Unfortunately, team-teaching means that fewer courses can be
taught by the department overall, resulting in a less efficient dis-
tribution of resources. In a time of limited funds, budgetary cut-
backs, and shorthanded departments, such a step is not likely to
be approved at the University of Wyoming, although its benefits
may outweigh its initial costs.

A distinguished lecturer series, McClelland’s second recom-
mendation, would “enable faculty to understand that writing is,
in and of itself, intrinsically interesting, that it is an intellectually
challenging field of study, one worthy of standing beside literary
study” (1995, p. 9). Thus far, the department has included rheto-
ric as a possible topic for an already existing lecture series and
promoted keynote speakers in rhetoric and composition at the
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Wyoming Conference on English. However, these lectures will
have an impact on departmental culture only if faculty members
and lecturers attend. To reduce the different status accorded writ-
ing instruction and writing instructors, departmental awareness
and understanding of composition as a scholarly field needs to
increase. However, this must be a farther-reaching process than
simply inviting distinguished lecturers to speak. In some cases,
faculty members seem to be unaware of departmental tensions;
in others, differences in opinion seem to stem more from longev-
ity in the department and/or profession than from views about
the nature of literature and writing per se (Ronald, 1990, p. 35).

McClelland’s third recommendation—to have literature fac-
ulty teach more writing courses—would help integrate writing
and literature faculty around a common enterprise. The chief
problem with this approach is that the department is already short
of people to teach upper-division and graduate literature courses;
adding writing courses to faculty teaching loads would exacer-
bate this problem. In addition, this approach would promote the
idea that anyone with a graduate degree in literature can teach
writing, while teaching literature requires special training in that
field. A better option might be, as one faculty member suggested, . -
to hire individuals with a strong background in both rhetoric/

- composition and literature (Reverand, 1997), or to hire P/ET APLs

qualified to teach lower division literature courses and tenure-
track faculty whose specialty is rhetoric/composition. Since the
P/ET APL position would then no longer be primarily for teach-
ers of writing, the division between writing and literature might
also be diminished. Unfortunately, resources for new hires are
limited at best, so this option is again problematic for financial
reasons. However, the department does recognize the need for
tenure-track faculty in rhetoric/composition: it recently received
permission to hire at a senior level and voted overwhelmingly to
do so.

Perhaps the most effective and feasible of McClelland’s sug-
gestions is revision of the English major to include writing courses.
Such a shift has the potential of sending a clear message to both
students and faculty that writing does have a valued place in the
English curriculum, that P/ET APLs should be permitted to teach
and advise majors and thus bring more students into the depart-
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ment. Since McClelland’s report, the department has voted to
add minors in creative and professional writing. This will involve
designating existing courses as contributing to a minor as well as
designing and offering new courses, including some focused on
theory. The creative writing minor is already being designed; es-
tablishing the professional writing minor will involve extensive
input from the new rhetoric/composition faculty member and
will probably lead to the hiring of additional rhetoric/composi-
tion faculty members.

Interestingly, both the support for and the resistance to
changes in the major seem to stem from one and the same per-
ception: the idea that the teaching of non-“creative” writing has
purely practical, skills-oriented goals. Faculty members who sup-
port adding an option to the major do so primarily because they
see a professional writing minor as meeting a growing practical
need: preparing students for jobs through what could be consid-
ered almost a vocational education (for example, preparing stu-
dents to be technical writers). The faculty who oppose such a
step mirror this same argument. They seem to hold that the work
of composition is, as Slevin describes, “marginal to the real . . .
work of English departments” (1991, p. 6), which is, of course,
the humanistic study of a canon of “timeless” privileged texts.

What is so disturbing about both sides of this argument is
the underlying idea that all important academic (as opposed to
mundane) discourse within English departments is confined to
the literature classroom and that the study of writing is totally
separate from the study of literature and the discussion of philo-
sophical ideas. There is a tendency among literature faculty mem-
bers, as Slevin points out, to view the . . .work of those in . . .
composition . . . as impoverished in both its subject and the intel-
lectual power upon which it draws” (1991, p. 6). In fact, one
faculty member suggested that one way in which to give the teach-
ing of writing more respect is to change the content of writing
courses to include literary works and therefore to make them more
intellectually challenging (Reverand, 1997). It is exactly this atti-
tude that fosters marginalization. Thus, whether the department
develops a writing minor or not, the teaching of writing, and by
extension teachers of writing, will remain marginalized as long
as these misconceptions permeate the department’s culture.
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Hiring a tenured rhetorician is a significant step toward chang-
ing this culture. Not only can she be an advocate for the teaching
of writing and, by extension, for P/ET APLs, she can also be a
catalyst for the development and implementation of other pro-
grams, such as the professional writing minor. And, as a tenured
member of the faculty, she will be in a position of power to bring
about broader departmental changes.

However, those “in power” do not bear the sole responsibil-
ity for changing departmental culture. P/ET APLs can work to-
gether to advocate changes in departmental culture. As one
individual remarked at the conference at which the Wyoming
Conference Resolution was first drafted: “We don’t want to face
our own roles in the problem, and how we—as people, as teach-
ers, as ‘professionals’—are implicated in the very problems we’re
trying to solve” (Robertson, Crowley & Lentricchia, 1987, p.
277). The APL committee, comprising two P/ET APLs and one
faculty member (which handles lecturer personnel issues) could
be much more active in addressing instructor concerns. Individu-
ally and as a group, P/ET APLs can be more outspoken, instead
of adopting the attitude that they are powerless. P/ET APLs can
involve nonwriting faculty in classroom observations of their work
(part of the annual reappointment process) (Frye, 1997). Another
helpful addition would be informal presentations—“brown bag”
lunch “talks” perhaps—given by the lecturers themselves on their
current work (Harris, 1997). This would be a less formal and
more personal approach than a distinguished lecturer series. Fi-
nally, publicizing P/ET APLs conference presentations, publica-
tions, and other professional achievements in the department
newsletter and Arts and Sciences publication might increase re-
spect for lecturer contributions (Hull, 1997).

Departments also need to “search fairly” for instructor can-
didates (Ronald, 1990, p. 36), hiring outside candidates to fill
newly created lecturer positions instead of hiring from within
(Frye, 1997). Although this certainly would not be a popular
approach with temporary lecturers in the department, it would
have several long-term benefits. For example, as one might ex-
pect, there are obvious alliances between certain faculty mem-
bers and those lecturers who were formerly their graduate
students. Even in cases where there is no obvious history, I can-
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not help but wonder if the prior teacher-student relationship lin-
gers in some sense, coloring faculty members’ views of P/ET APLs
who were once students in the department. As the only P/ET
APL to have been hired through a national search, my percep-
tion is that the faculty treat me differently—perhaps more pro-
fessionally—than they do other P/ET APLs in the department.
Concomitantly, the other lecturers are often reluctant to accept
me as “one of them.” In addition, hiring from within restricts the
number of new ideas and teaching styles that are brought into
the department. Finally, I am inclined to believe that being hired
from outside the department makes one less hesitant to speak
out in department meetings and to advocate changes in depart-
mental culture, since one is not constrained by preexisting per-
ceptions and relationships. Nor does one carry the “baggage” of
having been in a position of much less power and respect within
the department in the recent past. In short, hiring from within
can lead to a variety of complications and conflicts. As one P/ET
APL put it: “This institution is simply too in-bred, and the poli-
tics smacks of it” (Brumberger, 1998). Hiring from outside the
department through a national search, as is typical for professo-
rial positions, is a much healthier approach for both the depart-
ment and the APLs themselves. '

Finally, McClelland indicates that writing instructors he spoke
with at the University of Wyoming underscored the importance
of helping writing students learn to think conceptually, “to de-
velop a culture of inquiry,” and to “take responsibility as learn-
ers” (1995, p. 18). Aren’t these goals common to literature classes
as well? Doesn’t teaching an appreciation of words and language
belong in both literature and writing courses? Doesn’t an em-
phasis on being able to express that appreciation belong? To think
through problems, whether practical or aesthetic in nature? To
explain one’s reasoning or argue for one’s solution? In short, I
would argue that writing teachers and literature teachers often
have similar goals for their students—goals that include teaching
citizenship skills, preparing students to be active and critical mem-
bers of a democracy. Writing instruction and literature instruction
have many intersections. As a crucial step in assuring writing an
equal place in English departments, we must alter departmental
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culture to include recognition of our common pedagogical goals,
not just of our differences.

Separate but Not Equal

Clearly, there are many ways in which “humane” lectureships,
such as the probationary to extended term positions at the Uni-
versity of Wyoming, can improve working conditions. And, as
clearly, there remain many ways in which those positions them-
selves can be improved on. As Ronald concludes, “no depart-
ment should attempt to institute this kind of lectureship without
an overt commitment to equality. Too many problems will arise
if those under such contracts feel that their work is undervalued,
their opinions ignored” (Ronald, 1990, p. 36). However, even if
this criterion is met, and the “ideal” lectureship is created, can it
bring a farther-reaching equality to English departments? Al-
though the creation of “humane” lectureships is a strong posi-
tive step toward elevating an underclass of writing teachers, it
cannot by itself address the marginalization that surrounds the
teaching of writing. To address these issues, we must also make
more global changes to the culture of English departments, work-
ing to forge connections and common goals with “nonwriting”
faculty on intellectual issues. We need to find ways that our dis-
ciplines can support and strengthen each other. Creating a sepa-
rate track of instructors to teach primarily writing courses in many
ways makes this struggle more difficult rather than less so. As
our education system has already amply demonstrated, there is
no such thing as separate but equal.
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: ‘XZC wish to discuss the efforts to create equitable profes-

sional conditions for part-time writing faculty at Syracuse
University. After approximately fifteen years of sustained effort
on this front, we have made some significant progress, but we
are decidedly not where we want to be. The improvements in
professional and material conditions for part-time faculty occurred
in two stages. The changes in the second stage coincided with the
establishment of an independent writing program and were from
the early days envisioned as ways to enact and reinforce a new
teaching culture. This teaching culture has from the start been
exciting, to be sure. It has also demanded a good deal of all of its
participants—whether part-time faculty, full-time faculty, staff,
or graduate assistants. It has become increasingly difficult to sus-
tain this high level of commitment to change; it has also proved
difficult to make substantive changes in the teaching culture that
was created in the second stage, given the sensitivities and cul-
tural meanings associated with any effort at change. Syracuse
University’s writing program houses one of the strongest teach-
ing communities nationwide, and, like all dynamic communities,
the program is.a complex place to work.
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Background: Where We Started

The need to improve the egregious conditions under which part-
time teachers of writing functioned was recognized in Syracuse
University’s English department well before the Wyoming Reso-
lution of 1986 and well before the Syracuse University Writing
Program was established, also in 1986. There can be little honor
in claiming such priority, since the need to improve conditions
had a lot to do with the dire state of conditions at the time. Re-
quired freshman English courses were taught by a cadre of teach-
ing assistants and part-time teachers under a rigid, outdated
curriculum. The dismal national conditions for part-time faculty
were prominent here as well; excellent part-time teachers were
treated as forced labor.

In the push for change at Syracuse, the faculty’s unhappiness
with the state of the curriculum and pedagogy was as much a
factor as was the desire to treat part-timers decently. The fresh-
man curriculum had been an exciting one in its early years, in the
1960s; it had ossified by the late seventies and early eighties,
however, in large part because curricular and pedagogical con-
cerns were the responsibility of only one full-time faculty mem-
ber. The part-time faculty particularly bridled at required
conformity to rigid curricular guidelines and lack of freedom for
experimentation in their courses. The full-time faculty in the de-
partment bridled at what they saw as an atheoretical or
antitheoretical, formulaic approach to teaching writing.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, the English department’s
leadership made numerous efforts to get the university to com-
mit to an outside evaluation of the Freshman English Program
and to improvements in the material conditions for part-time
employment. Repeatedly, the dean of the College of Arts and
Sciences refused both requests. What finally changed the situa-
tion was the part-time faculty’s investigations into unionizing as
a possible way to improve their conditions. This unionization
effort brought unwelcome publicity to the university; it also
brought the dean’s agreement to bring in outside evaluators from
the Writing Program administrators. As expected, these evalua-
tors condemned the conditions under which teachers of writing—
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part-time faculty mainly—had to function. Before the new Writ-
ing Program was conceived and established, it was made clear
that the university had to create a more professional environ-
ment—both material and pedagogical—for part-time writing fac-
ulty. Some important material concessions were already in place
by 1986, when the Writing Program was founded: the availabil-
ity of a limited number of three-year contracts; a long-term com-
mitment to increase the per-section salaries of all English department
part-time faculty; and the provision of medical insurance benefits,
prorated retirement benefits, and tuition remittance benefits.

At Syracuse, the particular approach to further improving
material circumstances for part-time faculty was influenced by a
need to update curriculum and pedagogy. The College-wide Plan-
ning Committee that established the groundwork for the new
Writing Program recommended hiring a faculty of specialists in
composition and rhetoric, to be heavily invested in running the
undergraduate program. This planning group also recommended
the establishment of a Ph.D. program in composition and rheto-
ric, affiliated with the undergraduate program, as a way to con-
tinually ground the undergraduate teaching of writing in
developing research and scholarship in the field. The university’s °
plan capped the size of the full-time faculty at ten. Applicants for

the first faculty/administrative position recognized clearly that

the entire enterprise would fail unless part-time faculty were
mentored and given the freedom to take on leadership responsi-
bilities in the four-course undergraduate program. For the most
part, the part-time cadre had not had such opportunities before;
to become leaders in this new situation would involve their tak-
ing substantial risks. Material changes would have to encourage
and reward such risk taking.

To illustrate the necessarily complex process and its effects,
we will focus attention on three aspects of the new teaching cul-
ture that were established to accomplish necessary change: (1)
mechanisms that allowed part-time faculty to assume leadership
roles with compensation, (2) a merit-tier system to enable a ca-
reer path for part-time faculty, and (3) peer evaluation of part-
time faculty’s teaching. As we discuss both the benefits and
challenges that have accompanied the efforts to implement these
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improvements for part-time faculty at Syracuse University, we
will argue that the material and the cultural have been in dia-
logue throughout this process, in complicated ways.

Overview of Material Changes

When the Writing Program began in September of 1986, it im-
mediately became an independent administrative and curricular
unit. Two factors combined to enable immediate improvements
in the material circumstances for part-time faculty: independence
from the English department, and the fact that the new dean of
the College of Arts and Sciences was a specialist in ethics, sympa-
thetic to moral arguments for improving the conditions of the
part-time faculty. Part-time faculty in writing were for the first
time funded for travel expenses. Telephones materialized in their
refurbished offices and carrels. Fairly liberal photocopying privi-
leges were extended. Part-time faculty representatives were in-
cluded in search committees for new tenure-track faculty.
Computer technology was made available for their use. And the
average salary per section rose considerably. In 1982-83, the
average part-time salary for writing teachers at Syracuse was
approximately $1400 per section. In 1986, when the Writing
Program began, the average salary rose to $2000 per section,
and it is now $3173 per section. In fall 1991, part-time faculty
contracted for at least five sections per year gained tuition remis-
sion benefits for dependents. When new space became available,
part-time faculty were given offices interspersed with those of
full-time colleagues.

Though important gains were made, part-time faculty have
also been extremely vulnerable in times of economic hardship.
SU has faced serious budget cuts in the last seven years. There
are no longer telephones in every part-time faculty office. Annual
increases for part-time faculty most often turn out to be smaller
than for other groups on campus. The part-time faculty have
been the only employee group on campus ever to lose a benefit—
eligibility of dependents for the tuition-exchange program. Since
part-time faculty have little visibility and little clout, this event
passed unnoticed by the rest of the campus.
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Even benefits that have never been officially rescinded re-
main elusive. The approval of insurance benefits does not appear
to have been documented in any detail. Medical and pension
benefits are no problem; other benefits that we thought were
available to the part-timers have never been applied, and the
university offices at times don’t seem to know that these are even
available to the part-time group. The benefit problems reveal the
anomalous status of part-time faculty on this campus. They seem
to be officially classified in the employee categorization system
as part-time staff, not as part-time faculty. The University now
acknowledges that part-time faculty are eligible for disability
payment at the part-time staff rates, which are minuscule. No
amount of pressure from the Writing Program has effected the
needed improvements.

Material and Professional Mechanisms to
Support Cultural Change

“Release” Sections

For its long-term survival, the Writing Program had to find a way
to compensate part-time faculty as professionals for taking on
leadership responsibilities in the program. Such duties involved
leading curriculum-development efforts, mentoring and support-
ing experienced teachers, and training new ones. The approach
was opportunistic, as the director, Louise Phelps, looked for pos-
sibilities within the existing budgetary structure.

As in most writing programs, the instructional budget for
the teaching of writing at Syracuse involved two main compo-
nents: stipends to hire people to teach one or more sections of
one or more of the program’s writing courses, and stipends to
hire writing tutors. Although there was no flexibility in funding .
for course sections, and no decrease in the numbers of sections
needed, the tutoring budget, always tight, could offer some flex-
ibility.

This flexibility got us through the short term. For the longer
term, the dean needed to be convinced of the need to establish a
limited number of what we called “release” or “discretionary”
sections to allow experienced part-time faculty to devote time to
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coordinate discussions of teachers’ groups and to assume some
supervisory authority for the members of those groups. A rough
formula was established—one coordinator (as these part-time
faculty leaders were called) for approximately ten program teach-
ers. In addition, discretionary sections were established for other
purposes such as coordination of the program’s involvement with
basic writers, or work with a variety of departments across the
campus. From the outset, the availability of discretionary sec-
tions was crucial if part-time faculty were to effectively shoulder
leadership responsibilities in the program. Although they have
never been entirely removed, the University’s recent budget cuts
have seriously reduced the number of such sections.

The Opportunity for Representation
Outside the Writing Program

Until 1986, part-time faculty were invisible beyond the bounds of
the Writing Program. The few intracampus initiatives they took
part in brought almost universally high praise for their talents. Un-
til recently, however, these initiatives were few and far between.
In the last five years, however, part-time faculty have seen
some professional doors opened for them outside the Writing
Program. First, they are now considered eligible to propose cur-
ricular innovations for funding through a campus-wide Faculty
Instructional Grant Program. Second, after much lobbying by
full-time faculty and administrators in the Writing Program, the
campus-wide University Senate agreed to allow representation
of part-time faculty: two delegates can be elected by part-time
faculty across the campus. The achievement required two years
of discussion, in which the main objections involved the com-
mon perception that adjuncts are transitory and have little con-
nection to the university. The Writing Program defused this
objection by proposing that the privilege of representation be
restricted to those with more than a half-time teaching commit-
ment at SU, on renewable annual or multiyear contracts. Of the
two delegates elected from across the campus, one has always
been from the Writing Program. Finally, part-time faculty will
have a representative on the recently established search commit-
tee for a new vice chancellor for Academic Affairs. We have been
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less successful in efforts in our own college: Arts and Sciences.
Although part-time faculty receive official announcements of all
meetings of the college faculty, they are not allowed to vote. The
college has also refused requests that part-time faculty be eligible
for faculty teaching awards, or that special college-wide teaching
awards be established just for them.

The Elusiveness of Full-Time Status

From its inception in 1986, the Writing Program argued for the
need to create full-time, renewable teaching positions. At first,
the university administration supported this initiative, but it died
quickly, meeting strong resistance from the powerful AAUP group
on campus, who feared an administrative misuse of the nonten-
ured lines and a degradation of tenure. In addition, the university’s
lawyers have raised what they consider a major problem: the
university’s faculty handbook, which governs part-time faculty
as well as full-time faculty, specifically states that after six years
of full-time employment, faculty gain tenure unless officially de-
nied tenure. Campus lawyers are concerned that even if a con-
tract letter for a full-time non-tenure-track faculty position directly

~says that there is no possibility of tenure, a lawsuit might result

on the issue. We have not given up, but the roadblocks are formi-
dable.

In the meantime, the director received approval from the
administration to divert some funds from the instructional bud-
get that had been used for release sections to accommodate non-
teaching work by part-time faculty; these funds can now be used
as extra stipends on top of a three-section teaching load. Theo-
retically, then, a part-time teacher can achieve full-time pay this
way. However, the reality proves far less desirable, as part-time
faculty once again find themselves in a Kafkaesque administra-
tive nightmare with these stipends. At Syracuse University, sti-
pends that supplement regular salaries are paid via extra service
vouchers. Because such vouchers are by definition considered
supplements to full-time pay, they’re processed infrequently and
payroll withholdings are far greater than from regular
checks. Part-time faculty are left with irregular compensation that
they cannot count on—for work above and beyond the normal.
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Opportunities for Reward and Advancement:
Recognition of Merit in a Tier System

If the Writing Program had not had the possibility to create a
career path for part-time faculty, with significant pay increments
for increasing responsibilities at different stages of part-time
service, we would have been stymied in our ability to keep the
best people. Before 1986, salaries of writing instructors increased
with time in rank. The only benefit that highly meritorious teach-
ers received was not having to undergo rigorous review each year;
three-year contracts were available for a select few. Louise Phelps,
the first director of the Writing Program, favored the introduc-
tion of merit recognition as a condition of professional life in the
program, including monetary differentiation. A system of merit
recognition was instituted incrementally. Notably, merit recogni-
tion initially came out of the Writing Program’s budget and con-
tinues to be funded from a part-time faculty salary pool. This
system is not without its problems.

In the first year, $300 merit awards were made available;
part-time faculty or graduate assistants could be nominated in
writing by peers or by full-time faculty. The total funds set aside
(approximately- $5400 that year) were neither insignificant nor
formidable; but these funds served the crucial function of estab-
lishing heroes in the new culture. Teachers noted that those cho-
sen for merit bonuses were almost uniformly cited for significant
contributions beyond teaching their own classes well. The merit
announcements made clear that meritorious teaching would be
predicated upon “talking about one’s [teaching] in useful ways
with other instructors.” By definition then, excellence or merit as
a teacher involved having a beneficial effect on other teachers,
not just on students. Good teachers had to contribute to the good
of the community and not just to students in their own class-
rooms. The merit awards helped establish the basic values of the
new teaching culture.

Once the concept of merit pay differentiation was accepted,
the Writing Program moved to establish other differentiations
that could allow for a career path. In 1989-1990, a committee of
part-time faculty representatives met with the director to develop
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a merit pay plan. This plan is designed around four tiers (four
pay categories that compensate teachers according to years of
service in the program and professional leadership roles that teach-
ers take up). The length of contracts differs for the tiers as well,
with one-year contracts in tier one, and three-year contracts pos-
sible in tiers three and four. The plan outlines a normal sequence
of advancement through the tiers, while allowing for more rapid
advancement based on excellent performance (see Attachment
A). One of the important functions of this plan is to identify the
types of activities that are considered meritorious, including meri-
torious teaching as well as demonstrated skill and leadership
ability in roles such as mentoring, designing curriculum, partici-
pating in evaluation, or writing needed program texts. Only meri-
torious performance in such activities can move a veteran
instructor into tier four, a category designed to serve as excep-
tional distinction for a small group of outstanding part-time fac-
ulty leaders in the program.

Implementation of the merit plan was accomplished smoothly,
though the initial discussion raised a good deal of suspicion. A
number of individuals were concerned that the tier system would
affect the sense of community among the instructors, introducing
an inherent sense of competition among teachers. Tension remains
between the impetus for equal treatment as a condition of fair-
ness and the differential treatment for differing contributions.

Problems of the Merit Tier System

The merit system was designed to encourage and reward those
part-time faculty who were willing and able to take on some of
the tough tasks involved in running an innovative writing pro-
gram. Thus there are sharp distinctions in pay between the entry-
level salary (now $2386 per section), the level-one salary (now
$2608 per section), and the level-four salary (now $3620 per
section). The tier system was planned to create a career path, with
incentives and rewards for those who stayed in the program for
the long term and who successfully took on a series of challeng-
ing assignments. Before the Writing Program began, turnover
among the part-time ranks was high. In the last three years,
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however, an average of only three part-time faculty have left each
year, out of a total of forty-three. By far, the majority of the part-
time faculty remain for long periods.

1. Dead End: In the seven years since the introduction of the
tier system, some part-time instructors have made their way
to tier three. These are excellent teachers, but often individu-
als who prefer to work alone. They do not aspire to the lead-
ership roles that might move them to tier four. Some seem
bothered by the fact that excellent classroom teaching brings
limits in the recognition they can attain. Other individuals
long ago moved into tier four, soon finding themselves with
nowhere else to go. Though their pay is much better than it
was in 1986, or when they entered the program, it’s still part-
time pay.

At the time we set up the five-step system, the last tier
was envisioned as a gateway, not as an endpoint. That is, we
foresaw that tier four might lead to even higher-paying, three-
quarter-time positions (which we did have for a time), and
that these might lead to renewable full-time, non-tenure-track
positions. And these in turn might lead to placement in a
full-time administrative staff position within the program,
or in full-time administrative positions elsewhere at the uni-
versity. Three of our former part-time teachers, all working
for Ph.D.’s, have garnered such full-time positions—one in
the College of Education, supervising student teachers; two
working under the vice president for Undergraduate Instruc-
tion. But the expected full-time teaching positions in the pro-
gram never came to be, and the extensive career path we
planned was drastically truncated.

2. Slow Progress: One effect of the tier system is that it takes
a long time for new teachers to attain the higher levels of pay
that the program was able to offer its part-time faculty in the
top categories. The program administrators had no trouble
convincing the dean that the part-time teachers who distin-
guished themselves, especially those who were taking signifi-
cant and challenging leadership positions, should be paid well
and encouraged to remain with the Writing Program. How-
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ever, we had no leverage with the dean in arguing for high
salaries for new part-time faculty. This dean had become
painfully aware that the weak link in the program’s teaching
lay in the large group of teaching assistants (novices to the
teaching of writing), and in new part-time faculty, some of
whom are relatively new to teaching, some of whom are new
to pedagogical practices operating in the Writing Program.
We could not have gained dramatic increases in the stipend
level for highly meritorious part-time faculty had we been
unwilling to create a staged pay system, with newcomers start-
ing at the bottom.

The result is that very talented new part-time teachers,
even with considerable experience at other institutions, can
earn only $14,000 during the academic year at SU. This can
involve a pay cut over what they earned at previous schools.
While the system allows for excellent teachers to move
through the tiers more quickly than normal, it can still take
years until they reach tier three, where the academic-year
salary for six sections might reach $20,000. For new part-
time faculty with a good deal of experience under their belts,
and even with teaching awards on their records, the ethos of ~
the merit tier system and the resulting low pay create some
serious morale problems.

3. Effect on the Raise Pool: At SU, it’s the Writing Program
that gets to decide how much of the annual raise pool it wishes
to devote to each of the tiers. Theoretically, the program could
devote all of the part-time raise pool to tier one, with no
raise for any other tier. Since it’s generally the people in the
top tiers who are taking on the toughest and riskiest assign-
ments—such as working with groups of new inexperienced
teaching assistants—there has historically been a tendency
to reward those tiers. That seems fair, but it doesn’t address
the low level of pay for newcomers. Significantly, since the
cost of promotions to higher tier levels also comes out of the
total annual salary adjustment pool, not much is left at times
for across-the-board section increases.

In recent years, more and more teachers have risen to the
top merit tiers, only to find little or no growth in salary from
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year to year. Those teachers who have already benefited from
a merit system now often advocate an alternative approach
that would protect the raise pool from being consumed by
merit upgrades. On the other hand, teachers with some
seniority who are still in lower merit tiers want to keep the
tier differentials so they can benefit from the steps. The prob-
lem is inherent in a process bounded by a fixed salary pool
that must accommodate both annual raises and merit tier
upgrades.

Part-Time Faculty Evaluate Their Peers

The final element in the structure of the Writing Program that
enabled the creation of professional conditions for part-time fac-
ulty involved their inclusion in the design and implementation of
the process for reviewing and assessing their teaching. This in-
volvement allows the part-time cadre to have a major say in the
most important judgments that affect their professional lives. The
impetus for this involvement came from the part-time faculty
themselves, out of frustration with the time limitations on Writ-
ing Program administrators—who at that time were full-time
faculty—that prevented them from providing written feedback
on the annual portfolios. In a system in which so much emphasis
is given to excellent teaching, and so much hinges on evaluation
of quality, the part-time faculty increasingly sought careful and
useful feedback on job performance. In the spring of 1989, one
group of teachers developed a proposal to solve the dilemma by
systematically involving part-time faculty in the evaluation pro-
cess, with appropriate remuneration. After a year of study and
planning and consultation, under the leadership of then Associ-
ate Director Patti Stock, a proposed system for peer control of
evaluation was approved. This plan, put in place in the spring of
1990, remains a dominant feature of the Writing Program’s teach-
ing environment. The plan called for the establishment of a com-
mittee called the Teacher Evaluation Committee, composed of
up to six part-time faculty, some elected by peers. Until this year,
one full-time faculty member sat on the TEC, as did one member
of the Writing Program administration.
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The Downside of Peer Evaluation

From the beginning, university administrators have complained
vociferously about the expense of the peer involvement in evalu-
ation, since part-time faculty are compensated for their partici-
pation. For years, the six part-time faculty members all received
a section release to participate in the work of the committee, and
a part-time faculty member was provided with an additional re-
lease section and named as Evaluation Coordinator to supple-
ment the work of the committee. The committee initially cost at
least $18,000 to $20,000 per year. We were told over and over
by the administration that no other academic unit on campus
pays so much just for evaluation. As of 1997-98, the system for
remunerating committee members involved only two release sec-
tions for the evaluation coordinator (a part-time faculty mem-
ber), and $1,150 stipends for the part-time faculty members who
serve as portfolio readers, reducing the cost for this work closer
to $13,000. In the future, we anticipate further reductions.

Over the years, the Teacher Evaluation Committee has had
mixed reviews within the Writing Program. While part-time fac-
ulty welcome peer participation in the evaluation process, they
do not always trust the particular groupings that make particu-
lar decisions. There is also a feeling that substantive evaluation
has inordinately come to dominate the atmosphere of the Writ-
ing Program. A significant component of the program’s resources
is directed towards evaluation, and a significant portion of every
part-time faculty member’s time and attention has had to be di-
rected toward the fact of evaluation. That centrality became a
source of great complaint.

The New, Improved Peer Evaluation Plan

The Teacher Evaluation Committee has, over the years, generated
a variety of proposals to ease the burdensome process of evalua-
tion, and one plan was approved this year for implementation
(see Attachment B). This proposal offers a rough equivalent of
“tenure”—that is, once part-time faculty have passed a certain
stage, they do not have to submit portfolios and undergo evalu-
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ations unless they wish to be promoted to a higher merit tier, or
to take on new leadership challenges—or unless questions have
been raised about a teacher’s work. The plan changes the com-
position of the Teacher Evaluation Committee, so that it includes
only part-time faculty, with no administrative or full-time fac-
ulty representation. The plan was approved by the program’s
administration without any consultation with full-time faculty,
who have raised concerns about the effects of their lack of repre-
sentation in the evaluation process. Given this concern, full-time-
faculty participation in some form—perhaps nonvoting—is
currently under discussion.

The new plan creates a new category of professional writing
instructor—the veteran instructor. After at least five years in the
Writing Program, a PWI can submit an exit portfolio to the Evalu-
ation Committee, as an application for veteran instructor status.
Once approved, such an individual will no longer need to submit
portfolios for evaluation, even at the end of contract periods.
Veteran instructors will simply present syllabi, student evalua-
tions, and Curriculum Vitae updates annually, a practice similar
to what is asked of full-time faculty annually at most institu-

tions. Significantly, it will be the Evaluation Committee composed

of part-time faculty who will be determining who has this “ten-
ure” in their ranks.

The Material and the Cultural in Dialogue:
Problems in Implementing a New Teaching Culture

From the beginning of the Writing Program in 1986, the program’s
founding director envisioned the creation of a new teaching cul-
ture—one saturated with a spirit of inquiry, a spirit of innova-
tion, and a concern for excellence. The goal was to create a
teaching community committed to reflective exploration of teach-
ing, to collaborative participation in teaching projects, and to
thoughtful dissemination of ideas and insights. The part-time
faculty would be leaders in this community.

Repeatedly, the director called forth the image of the scien-
tific research group as a model for the teaching community she
envisioned. Members of a scientific research group work together

—120 —

ve 132



)

i
b
!

The Material and the Cultural as Interconnected Texts

and separately in close quarters; they talk about their work in-
formally in the lab, in offices, and in regular meetings. They dis-
cuss one anothers’ research projects, and the related issues and
problems, offering advice and support and new ideas. The scien-
tific research group served as the model for a teaching commu-
nity whose day-to-day talk and activities would focus on the
teaching of writing.

Scientific research groups often work in common spaces. To
create a space for the Writing Program community’s talk about
teaching, the director established a structure—coordinating
groups of approximately eight to ten teachers, led by part-time
distinguished teachers—in which such a teaching community
could be constructed in small group settings. The institution of
these groups offers a revealing example of the ways that the ma-
terial changes remained in dialogue with other messages of the
culture. What was being changed in the Writing Program begin-
ning in 1986 was not just unfair material conditions for part-
timers. In fact, what was changed was a culture, involving values
and practices and behaviors. For such a change to work, the
material circumstances must fit with the new culture. The changes
have to encourage and promote and reward new behaviors and
practices, and not contradict them. But material changes also

“have to be meaningful in the terms of the old culture, or they are

not seen as improvements.

The force of the new teaching culture was to emphasize the
professional status of the part-time faculty, and to underline their
value to the program and to the profession. But the part-time
faculty had never before been treated as the professionals they
were. When they were required by new contracts to attend man-
datory coordinating groups that were announced as offering of-
ficial and safe locations for weekly “teacher talk,” the part-time
faculty were both suspicious and puzzled. Though these groups
were led by leaders from their own ranks, these leaders were
appointed by the administration; thus the groups were often en-
tered with suspicion. While the program identified these sites as
generative places for the creation of a new culture, the part-time
faculty viewed them through lenses ground in the old teaching
culture—or in similar hierarchical environments. For them, the
coordinating groups signified close supervision and administra-
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tive monitoring, thus undercutting the sense of independence that
the part-timers expected of professional treatment. It didn’t help
that their full-time colleagues were not required to take part in
the weekly group meetings (although, in fact, some chose to do so).

The dissonance of conflicting meanings with which different
members of the Syracuse University Writing Program invest pro-
gram practices continues to operate in these groups. Participa-
tion is now optional for experienced part-time faculty members,
who are instead now asked to choose a focus for their own pro-
fessional development and to participate to some degree in pro-
fessional development activities sponsored by the Writing
Program. While part-time faculty have pursued a variety of indi-
vidual projects, many have also begun to miss the regular com-
munity of teachers and the opportunities to talk about their work
on a regular basis. Some are now attempting to imagine a new
incarnation of teacher groups to meet a wider variety of needs.
For these teachers, the value of being part of a teaching commu-
nity engaged in regular, serious teacher talk is no longer a top-
down requirement.

Problems with the Teaching Culture

Over time, it has become clear that the problems in the teaching
culture are intimately related to the strengths of that culture. They
are so deeply embedded in a complex of structures and values
that were adopted in the early days that they have proved diffi-
cult to address.

1. It’s a teaching culture: The first area of difficulty lies in the
fact that the Writing Program has been primarily a teaching
culture, yet the full-time faculty and now the Ph.D. students
have strong commitments to scholarship, often unrelated to
teaching. On the whole, the day-to-day experience here rein-
forces the centrality of teaching in this community. Until this
year, the established forums almost universally focused on
teaching, which shapes the research agenda of some of the
full-time faculty, but not all. In recent years, the ethos of the
teaching community has come close to resenting faculty for
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protecting their time for their research, and for not coming
to many of the excellent presentations and discussions ar-
ranged for and by their part-time colleagues. Full-time fac-
ulty are often deemed selfish for working on scholarship that
is crucial to their function and to their security. The collabo-
rative teaching culture has become so well institutionalized
that research, undertaken in time and space protected from
the community’s demands, is suspected and even disrespected.
All groups expect that growth of the newly established Ph.D.
Program in Composition and Cultural Rhetoric will have an
impact in changing this cultural ethos in ways that worry a
number of the part-time faculty.

2. The culture is resistant to change: One of the defining quali-
ties of the Writing Program’s teaching culture, noted quickly
by new members of the community, is the conservatism that
has come to characterize what was envisioned as an innova-
tive and progressive teaching culture. In many ways, ours is
basically a libertarian community. The curriculum offers the
broadest of frameworks, within which individuals (all but
new TAs now) have an enormous amount of freedom to de-
sign and implement their courses. That individual freedom,
within very general, minimally constraining guidelines, has
become a primary value here, closely tied to the professional
status of the part-time faculty. The result is that our curricu-
lum is open to individual innovation and experimentation,
which can prove exciting for both students and teachers. The
downside is that the curriculum can seem scattered and cha-
otic, with substantial differences from section to section of
the same course. We’ve never chosen to impose a new re-
quirement for all teachers and sections of any course within
our undergraduate studio curriculum. Even small changes.
carry great symbolic significance as possible threats to the
valued freedom and to the delicate balances of a complex
community’s negotiated status quo.

In fact, as the Writing Program’s culture has developed
and matured, it seems to have deepened its reliance on a set
of crucial symbols as a way of defining itself and its values.
Many of the primary symbols represent and reinforce the
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independence of PWIs, the professional status of PWIs, and
the parallel nature of their conditions to those of full-time
faculty. Any differential in treatment tends to be seen as a
denigration of the part-time status. For instance, just as full-
time faculty evaluate one another, peer evaluation of part-
time faculty has become an important symbol of the PWTI’s
professionalization and of their rigor in upholding the high
quality of teaching. Many do not see the need to include full-
time faculty on their evaluation committee—just as part-time
faculty have not served on committees to evaluate the teach-
ing of their full-time colleagues. This sensitivity brings some
major losses for the program as a whole, and for the full-
time faculty’s involvement in it. Notably, though the pro-
gram now employs a hierarchy of administrators who could
take on the evaluation of part-time faculty teaching, and thus
release funds that might be used for part-time faculty in other
ways, no proposal for simplifying the process of such evalu-
ation has advocated shifting the responsibility from the part-
time faculty themselves. The peer handling of evaluation, with
no full-time faculty participation, has developed crucial sig-
nificance to the PWIs’ sense of professionalism. It is not nec-
essarily the best approach for the program as a whole, even
for the teaching culture of the program.

Interestingly, full-time faculty in the Writing Program
recently opened discussion of plans to include part-time fac-
ulty as members of investigation committees to report on the
teaching of full-time faculty for three-year reviews, tenure
reviews, and promotion reviews. Implicit in such a discus-
sion is the level of expertise about teaching that the part-time
faculty can bring to such a committee. The current proposal
does not provide for part-time faculty voting on contract de-
cisions, but does recognize the expertise in documenting and
assessing teaching. That’s an important step.

Over the years, part-time faculty have worked closely
with full-time faculty and administrators to create structures
and processes and practices and curricula—all of which in-
volved intense discussion and negotiation. To change any of
those elements can seem threatening to the part-time faculty.
When the program first began, they collaborated with thé

—~124 ~

~~ 136



The Material and the Cultural as Interconnected Texts

small existing faculty cadre. Now that the faculty has grown
to full size, two assistant directors have been added, and Ph.D.
students have joined the community, the part-time faculty fear
a diminution of their centrality.

3. Part-time is not full-time, or even close: The Winter 1998
issue of Forum, a newsletter for part-time faculty in composi-
tion, contains reports from several NCTE representatives to
the September 1997 National Conference on the Growing
Use of Part-time/Adjunct Faculty (Forum, 1998). The meet-
ing included participants from academic organizations rep-
resenting eight different fields, including the teaching of
English. The group issued a statement defining appropriate
policies, and calling for action to enact such policies (ADE
Bulletin, 1998). Of the sixteen “good practices” listed, SU’s
Writing Program is still deficient in one—a major one. That
is, the conference called for equitable salary remuneration
indexed commensurately to full-time faculty salaries, rather
than per-course rates. We’re just not there. For new hires, the
full-time-equivalent salary is around $19,000—far below any
full-time salary for college teaching. For teachers with many
years of excellent performance behind them, the highest full-
time-equivalent salary they can attain is currently about
$29,000; some of these teachers have been doing excellent
work here for fifteen to twenty years at three-quarters-time.
In comparison, according to the 1993 report of the AAUP on
“The Status of Non-Tenure-Track Faculty,” the average sal-
ary nationally for full-time faculty in 1987 was $37,000
(AAUP, 1993). Though we’ve made some progress, the sal-
ary levels remain unsatisfactory. And for part-time faculty,
annual increases have been embarrassingly minuscule, largely
as a result of the particular way the merit tier system is handled
here.

In January 1998, the university published a report of a
study just completed, which looked at part-time faculty em-
ployment here (Syracuse University, 1998). The report basi-
cally pats Syracuse University on the back, as using part-time
faculty for academic reasons, and not to save money. Such a
conclusion clearly does not apply to the large contingent of
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part-time positions in the Writing Program. Many of those
teachers want and need regular full-time salaries. Some of
the full-time faculty are committed to working toward that
goal, but current conditions on the campus do not portend
well for any large-scale change of this sort in the near future.

Conclusion

As an institution, Syracuse University favors entrepreneurial units;
and the Writing Program has historically chosen to move oppor-
tunistically and incrementally, taking advantage of opportunities
that could help us improve conditions of part-time faculty, while
recognizing that these opportunities left us with significant prob-
lems. At this institution, that seemed the only way to achieve
progress. While we fully acknowledge the remaining and result-
ing problems, we do not feel these outweigh the benefits.

For instance, even though participation in intensive teaching
evaluation has come to dominate the professional life of part-
time faculty here, remaining a costly element in a limited budget,
the process has also reaped tremendous benefits for the program.
Certainly peer participants in the evaluation process have gained
from the exposure to the thoughtful, rigorous, imaginative, and
elaborate planning and reflection documented in the teaching
portfolios they examine, and from the careful discussion and
deliberation in the committee. Thus far, the program has not been
particularly successful in finding ways to disseminate such gains
beyond the confines of the committee. PWIs rotate on and off,
but out of approximately forty-five PWIs, approximately half
have never served on this committee. And only four of the ten
full-time faculty have participated. Service as part of this evalua-
tion process has contributed greatly to the growth of individual
participants as teachers, but we still need to find ways to broaden
that learning. However, even those who can distance themselves
from the icon of peer control of evaluation can see substantial
gains from the existence of peer participation in evaluation.

Similarly, the existence of the merit tier system provided the
means for significantly raising the salaries of highly experienced
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part-time faculty. The problems we now face were foreseeable
from the start, and we chose to take the risk. The tier system in
many ways mimics the availability of ranks for full-time faculty.
In the case of full-time faculty, each dean withholds a certain
percentage of the salary raise pool in order to reward annual
merit achievements such as promotions or the granting of ten-
ure. For part-time faculty, however, there is no equivalent col-
lege-wide participation. The Writing Program is on its own in
having to come up with the funds to reward the equivalent of
part-time faculty promotions. Such rewards have to come from
the annual part-time salary raise pool. Thus far, the program has
been reluctant to limit the number of merit tier moves possible in
a year. Only once has the dean of Arts and Sciences stepped in to
rescue the program, by providing an additional one-time amount
to allow for both approved merit-tier upgrades as well as for mini-
mal cost-of-living increases for the rest of the part-time faculty.
However, it doesn’t seem to us inevitable that, at other insti-
tutions, the establishment of merit tiers would necessarily be held
to the same conditions we face. Our system has to function within
a fixed sum of money, as a zero-cost enterprise for the college. We
foresee no change in that policy. We will have to make some
changes, but these do not invalidate the concept and its benefits.
One significant advantage of the merit system lies in the clear
understandings it provides to part-time faculty of what they have
to do in order to rise through the ranks, and of when they can
reasonably expect such promotions. It demystifies the professional
expectations for success. But the tier system also creates signifi-
cant problems, particularly in the ways it clashes with several
other crucial components of the culture. It embodies an ethos of
Syracuse’s uniqueness, which undermines the ethos of professional
conditions for those who come with established credentials from
elsewhere. The differentials of the merit system also clash with a_
coexisting ethos of equal treatment. The combination inevitably
brings forth contradictions. Professional part-time faculty from
other schools lose their “professional” status in coming here, going
to the bottom rungs of the merit ladder. Professionalism for full-
time faculty allows for flexibility in hiring conditions—flexibil-
ity in negotiating salary and rank, for instance. The lack of
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flexibility in these and other matters within our current practices
speaks against professional treatment of the part-time commu-
nity. Some changes are in order.

Implicit in our situation is the question of the ultimate value
of the changes made here. That is, part-time faculty at Syracuse
have gained most conditions that their colleagues elsewhere are
clamoring for; the improvements are greatly appreciated, but they
have also resulted in some significant difficulties for the Writing
Program as well as for the part-time faculty themselves. We would
argue that many of the problems are factors of the particulars of
the context and history here, and are not inevitable elsewhere.
Other problems, we would agree, inhere in the situation of a
large cadre of part-time faculty within a research-university en-
vironment that includes a smaller contingent of full-time faculty
and Ph.D. students.

On the whole, we do recommend to other schools the mecha-
nisms that enabled our achievements: the use of release sections,
the establishment of merit tiers, and peer involvement in evalua-
tion of part-time faculty teaching. However, we would not advo-
cate the wholesale importation of such programs into other
settings precisely as they exist here. The particular implementa--
tions here grew out of a particular context at a particular place
and time. As efforts were made to improve the material and pro-
tessional conditions for part-time faculty in the Writing Program,
choices had to be made. Within varying sets of constraints, nego-
tiations were conducted and compromises agreed upon, some-
times after abandoning hope for the entire pie in order to have as
many pieces as possible. After twelve years, we have learned the
consequences of our choices. While we have identified a range of
problems with the policies that were implemented, we also note
the ongoing efforts to minimize and to resolve these problems.
The recently announced changes to the evaluation procedure,
while slow in coming and not free of difficulties themselves, still
serve as a case in point. At Syracuse, we have complicated the
traditional situation of full-time faculty (and of Ph.D. students)
in improving conditions for part-time faculty. It’s a tradeoff the
two of us find necessary. Our teaching community will and should
remain a complex one, but it does not have to be as slow to
change as it has been. Growth and change can continue.
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We end by noting that there are no mountains in the Syra-
cuse area. The landscape is characterized by formations called
drumlins—hillocks formed by glacial drift. This landscape seems
to bear a relation to the Writing Program’s situation in its mis-
sion to improve the conditions of the part-time faculty. We have
climbed some drumlins here, each one revealing new ones we
have yet to tackle. Tackling one drumlin at a time seems manage-
able, though there is still a long, long way to go.

Attachment A

Merit Pay Plan for Professional Writing Instructors

Note: The new policy on evaluation presented below, in Attachment B,
renders some of the following discussion obsolete. In addition, several
sections have been omitted at the end. The full text can be found on the
Writing Program’s Web site (bttp:/fwrt.syr.edul), in the Teachers’
Sourcebook section titled “Merit Pay Plan for Prefessional Writing In-
structors.”

The following plan is a 1997-98 revision of the original plan first imple-
mented in 1990-91. The Merit Pay Plan is subject to administrative
review and revision at the close of each academic year.

“For the purposes of determining merit pay tiers, all section assignments
(whether as studio teacher or as writing consultant, regular or special-
ized) are considered to be of equivalent skill level. The same is normally
true of specialized administrative or curricular assignments.

First Year:
All first year PWTIs, including former TAs, will be considered probation-
ary hires and will be evaluated at the end of the initial year. Rate for
1997-98: $2,386 per section.

Tier One:

Tier One includes second- and third-year instructors, who will be ob-
served and evaluated yearly and rehired on the basis of program need
and performance. An exception is an instructor whose first-year portfo-
lio earned a 2 or better; this instructor is not required to submit a port-
folio until after her/his third year of teaching before entering Tier Two.
Tier One instructors are eligible for merit recognition, which may facili-

tate more rapid upward movement, at the discretion of the Director.
Rate for 1997-98: $2,608 per section.
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Tier Two:

Those instructors who have taught at least a 2/2 load for at least two
consecutive years enter this tier automatically upon rehiring following
the third year of service. Instructors who do not meet these require-
ments for load and continuity of service are eligible to be considered for
Tier Two on the basis of performance. Tier Two instructors are eligible
for two-year contracts; they are observed and evaluated formally on a
bi-annual schedule or at the end of the contract period. They are eli-
gible for merit recognition, which may facilitate more rapid upward
movement, at the discretion of the Director. Rate for 1997-98: $2,972
per section.

Tier Three:

Instructors can enter Tier Three on the basis of a combination of five
years of service and determination of sustained merit and/or special skills.
Those not promoted into Tier Three can continue in Tier Two. Tier
Three instructors are eligible for three-year contracts; they are observed
and evaluated formally on a three-year schedule or at the end of the
contract period. Tier Three instructors are eligible for merit recogni-
tion, which could facilitate more rapid upward movement. Rate for
1997-98: $3,334 per section.

Tier Four:

Normally instructors enter Tier Four directly from Tier Three, on the
basis of sustained merit, special skills, and leadership in the Program.
Tier Four instructors are eligible for salaried appointments, if available.
Promotion to Tier Four requires five years of service, including a meri-
torious teaching record over at least the last two years, along with con-
sistently demonstrated skill and leadership ability in special roles (e.g.,
mentoring, program writing, curriculum design, evaluation) addressing
important areas of program need and having positive, broad impact on
program life and program development. This is an exceptional category
limited to a very small number. Instructors in Tier Four are observed
and evaluated every third year. Rate for 1997-98: $3,620 per section.

Note: Downward movement from Tier Four to Tier Three and from
Tier Three to Tier Two is possible as decided by the Director, based on
the results of a formal evaluation.

—130 —

142



The Material and the Cultural as Interconnected Texts

Attachment B
New Policy for PWI Evaluation

1. Who Will Submit a Portfolio: Professional Writing Instructors who
have taught fewer than five years will continue to present their work in
a portfolio for peer review at the end of each contract year.

Professional Writing Instructors who have taught five years or more
may achieve veteran instructor status by submitting an exit portfolio
for review by the Teacher Evaluation Committee at the end of their
current contract period. Veteran instructors will then be required to
update their portfolios with annual syllabi, student evaluations, hand-
outs, and a C.V. Veteran instructors are encouraged to continue their
professional development with the assurance that their update will NOT
be evaluated.

2. Who Will Serve on the Teacher Evaluation Committee: The Teacher
Evaluation Committee will be comprised solely of Professional Writing
Instructors, including the Assessment Facilitator who will oversee the
whole process. Four members will be elected; the Director will appoint

at least one more member.
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Trafficking in Freeway Flyers:
(Re)Viewing Literacy, Working
Conditions, and Quality Instruction

HEeLEN O’GRADY
University of Rhode Island, Kingston

O ne morning, on my way to teach, I found myself flying down
the highway, only to realize I was headed the wrong way.
Juggling a hectic schedule involving teaching appointments in
three different institutions, I had unconsciously confused the
routes I had to travel that morning. On the surface, this incident
might be amusing, but another signaled its grim reality. Momen-
tarily dozing off while driving one Friday afternoon, I headed the
wrong way again, only this time, I traveled across the lane into
the oncoming traffic. Fortunately, there were no cars in the op-
posite lane, and the abrupt jerk of the steering wheel woke me.
The demands of part-time teaching, family, and graduate school
had begun to take their toll. And it was only February.

Of the many familiar injustices part-timers endure, inequi-
table salaries and contractual instability emerge as the most per-
nicious, forcing us to teach concurrently in more than one
institution. Although most part-timers no longer fit the stereo-
typical “faculty wife” image, most are women whose low sala-
ries still mandate their dependence on other sources of income,
be they husband, partners, parents, children, or additional jobs.
An inequitable salary for some translates into less than a living
wage for many others. Consequently, who can afford to teach
part-time and who can afford to teach in only one institution
become questions of class—and in the case of writing instruc-
tion—statistics reveal that to be a gendered class.?
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Embedded in these realities lies an important question: What
are the connections between and among class, working condi-
tions, and instructional quality? For example, my financial sta-
tus forces me to teach concurrently in more than one institution,
further compounding the adverse working conditions I experi-
ence within any single institution and inevitably affecting the
quality of my teaching at all of them. Considering the question in
these terms, other questions become apparent: Who can afford
to teach part-time in only one institution? Who can afford to
deliver quality instruction? Apparently, class dictates who can
avoid interinstitutional teaching and who can work around con-
ditions that adversely affect the quality of writing instruction.
Effective writing instruction depends on teachers having suffi-
cient time and energy to prepare classes, to respond usefully to
students’ writing, and to conduct writing conferences with stu-
dents outside class during office hours. When writing teachers
have neither time nor space (many do not have access to tele-
phones, mailboxes, or offices), their ability to teach effectively is
diminished.

Institutional mission statements suppress these socioeconomic
inequities even as they promise educational quality to students.
While it may not be surprising that mission statements overlook
these inequities, it is surprising that radical discourse theorists,
particularly critical literacy theorists, also do so.? Although a
number of writing theorists have called attention to the ways in
which teachers negotiate class issues in critical pedagogy (see Gale,
1996; Herzberg, 1994; Knoblauch, 1991; Shor, 1987) and the
ways in which college level literacy practices serve to maintain
students as an underclass (see Clifford, 1991; Holzman, 1991;
Trimbur, 1991), the discourse on critical pedagogy and literacy
tends to construct writing teachers as a privileged group. These
theorists have focused on class issues related to students’ experi-
ences and learning conditions but have failed to study, describe,
and theorize the correlation between socioeconomics, literacy
instruction, and instructional working conditions for part-time
writing teachers; in short, they have failed to examine the condi-
tions under which the majority of postsecondary writing teach-
ers “teach.” Although critical literacy theory provides an analytic
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framework for theorizing this correlation (see Freire, 1993;
Giroux, 1987; Shor, 1987), critical pedagogy theorists have ig-
nored class issues related to part-time writing teachers’ contexts
and teaching/working conditions.* Thus, like institutiona] mis-
sion statements, radical literacy discourse relies on the notion
that teaching is primarily performed by privileged tenure-track
or tenured full-time faculty. Both discourses perpetuate the full-
time faculty myth by eliding the material conditions under which
many part-time and nontenure track writing teachers work.*
For the sake of instructional quality and socioeconomic justice
for part-timers, I offer a critical reading of the working conditions
of postsecondary part-time writing/literacy teachers in light of
the idealized representations of writing teachers’ class status in
institutional and radical literacy discourses. In doing so, I employ
Paolo Freire’s idea of problem-posing education through which

people develop their power to perceive critically the way they
exist in the world with which and in which they find them-
selves. . . . [Thus,] the form of action they adopt is to a large
extent a function of how they perceive themselves in the world.
(1993, p. 64) '

In Freirean theory, self-perception and reflection require demy-
thologizing (p. 64). Additionally, Freire emphasizes the impor-
tance of contextualizing teachers’ as well as students’ situations
when he urges both teachers and students to “reflect simulta-
neously on themselves and the world without dichotomizing this
reflection from action”(p. 64). In Freire’s view, therefore, devel-
oping the critical consciousness necessary for critical reading ex-
tends beyond mere consciousness raising: it involves reflection,
dialogue, and action.

Thus, using Freire’s framework to reflect on my own under-
class status as a part-time writing teacher, I address the contra-
dictions in the institutional discourse in mission statements and
in radical discourse about literacy. I’ll begin by discussing con-
tradictions inherent in institutional mission statements, support-
ing my arguments with the results of surveys I conducted of
part-time writing teachers’ participation in interinstitutional teach-
ing. Next, I’ll discuss the contradictions in radical literacy dis-
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course. Finally, reading through the lens of critical literacy dis-
course, I'll offer a way to (re)view the part-time problem and
suggest ways to address it. In doing so, I wish to extend critical
literacy practices to include how we read, write, and speak about
the part-time problem and, ultimately, how we address it. How
we assess and talk about part-time labor issues can lead to a
more productive vision of higher education and literacy instruc-
tion and, I hope, more productive ways to create better working
conditions for the part-time faculty largely responsible for col-
lege writing instruction.

Institutional Mission Statements and Contradictions

Although institutional mission statements dictate various goals
and priorities, a constant is their claim to providing quality in-
struction. However, as James Slevin points out, institutions un-
dercut their mission by employing a “neglected, badly paid, with
no hope of security, adjunct composition faculty” (1989, p. 2).
Although undergraduate catalogs focus on the value of writing
instruction in educating America’s citizens and preparing future
leaders, such value is not evident in writing teachers’ devalued
status—a status that affects part-time faculty morale and the
quality of their teaching (pp. 2-3). Slevin’s remarks echo the po-
sition of the National Council of Teachers of English in their
Conference on College Composition and Communication’s
“Statement of Principles and Standards for the Postsecondary
Teaching of Writing.” The “Statement” specifies that “the qual-
ity of writing instruction is today seriously compromised” by the
practice of overrelying on part-time and/or temporary appoint-
ments. CCCC explicitly connects working conditions with in-
structional quality. Recognizing the “extraordinary contributions
that so many of these [writing] teachers have made to their stu-
dents and schools,” CCCC draws public attention to the work-
ing conditions of teachers who “work without job security, often
without benefits, and for wages far below what their full-time
colleagues are paid per course,” as well as to the working condi-
tions of many writing teachers who “are forced to accept an itin-
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erant existence, racing from class to car to drive to another insti-
tution to teach.” Such conditions “undermine the capacities of
teachers to teach and of students to learn™ (1). This connection
between working conditions and instructional quality was also
affirmed at the 1997 Summit on Part-Time/Adjunct Faculty in
Higher Education when many participants expressed their con-
cern that the overuse of part-timers is diminishing instructional
quality as well as exploiting many adjuncts (Leatherman, 1997,
p. 14).

Although concern for quality instruction exists in mission
statements and statements issued by professional associations,
institutional practices reveal the gap between projection and re-
ality. For example, some institutions boast a low student-to-
teacher ratio and claim to offer small class sizes and individualized
attention. While such a ratio may prevail within individual classes
in one institution, the proportions can explode when the figures
are multiplied by the total number of students a writing instruc-
tor might have to teach interinstitutionally. This ratio holds up
when we interpret it from students’ contexts but not from teach-
ers’ contexts. Institutions cannot boast favorable student/teacher
ratios and quality writing instruction if they account for total
interinstitutional numbers of students taught per instructor in a
given semester. For example, one mission statement where [ have
taught claims, “A low student-to-faculty ratio enhances the
University’s mission.” Although the percentage of part-timers is
lower at this institution than at others, the statement suppresses
the identity of its faculty members and hides the fact that the
majority of its writing courses are taught by temporary under-
paid and overworked graduate teaching assistants and part-tim-
ers, a number of whom hold interinstitutional appointments.
Interinstitutional teaching results in student loads in excess of
CCCC’s recommended limit of sixty students per writing teacher
a semester. CCCC bases its sixty-student guideline on the follow-
ing rationale:

The improvement of an individual student’s writing requires
persistent and frequent contact between teacher and students
both inside and outside the classroom. It requires assigning far
more papers than are usually assigned in other college class-
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rooms; it requires reading them and commenting on them not
simply to justify a grade, but to offer guidance and suggestions
for improvement; and it requires spending a great deal of time
with individual students, helping them not just to improve pat-
ticular papers but to understand fundamental principles of ef-
fective writing that will enable them to continue learning
throughout their lives. (1989, p. 4)

Limiting the number of writing students per teacher estab-
lishes a condition crucial to providing teachers the time and en-
ergy to teach effectively. Teaching more than sixty students a
semester cuts down on the amount of time for conferencing with
individual students and the numbers of drafts teachers can read,
or even the amount of writing that can be assigned. Even though
the sixty-student limit may be adhered to within one institution,
interinstitutional teaching confounds the ratios. For instance, [
have taught as many as five courses in three institutions in one
semester and have regularly taught courses without any contract
at all, receiving compensation well after I have turned in grades.
Very often, my course load exceeded that of a full-time faculty
member. Like other part-timers, I tend to load up on courses in
the fall because fewer courses are offered in the spring.

To measure my experience against the sixty-student guide-
line, I calculated the numbers of writing students I had taught
interinstitutionally each semester over a period of six and a half
years, or thirteen consecutive semesters. The figures show a teach-
ing load in excess of sixty students for six of these semesters (see
Table SA). Teaching more than sixty students a semester did cut
down on the amount of time I could conference with individual
students and the numbers of drafts per assignment to which I
could respond. Also, I think it is important to distinguish be-
tween applying the sixty-student guideline within one institution
as opposed to more than one institution. Teaching sixty students
full time in one place is not the same as teaching them part time
in more than one place. For example, multiple preparations with
multiple appointments multiplies time spent negotiating differ-
ent institutional philosophies and different student demograph-
ics, not to mention the time driving from one place to another.
It’s just not the same.

—137 — 149



MOVING A MOUNTAIN

My own experience with interinstitutional teaching led me
to conduct a survey of my colleagues teaching writing part time
during the fall of 1996 (see Figure 5.1). My goal was three-fold:
to determine the numbers of students my colleagues taught
interinstitutionally, to show ratios of full- to part-time faculty
who taught writing (see Table 5B), and to determine the extent
to which part-timers taught interinstitutionally in excess of sixty
students (see Table 5C). To avoid being institutionally specific, I
have used the letter designations “A,” “B,” and “C” to refer to
the institutions I surveyed. All three are co-educational institu-
tions located in the Northeast; they offer liberal arts and sciences
programs, professional programs, as well as selected graduate
programs. Institution A has an approximate enrollment of 13,700;
institution B has 9,100, and C has 3,800. At institution C, which
had the largest response rate of 60 percent, the percentage ratio
for full- and part-time faculty in the English department was 57/
43 respectively. Based on the total number of part-timers respond-
ing to the survey, 56 percent taught interinstitutionally, and 100
percent of these taught loads exceeding sixty writing students

TasLE 5A. Number of Students Taught Per Semester

Semester Total Students Writing Students
Fall °90 84 84
Spring *91 70 70
Fall *91 " 90 90
Spring °92 40 27
Fall °92 87 55
Spring ’93 59 38
Fall *93 65 ' 44
Spring *94 58 37
Fall *94 88 67
Spring ’95 96 72
Fall ’95 48 48
Spring °96 48 26
Fall ’96 96 96
—138 —
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Number of institutions in which you taught

Number of courses you taught

Number of writing courses you taught

Number of other courses you taught

Total number of writing students you taught

Number of developmental students you taught

Number of nondevelopmental students you taught

FIGURE 5.1. Survey to part-time writing faculty, fall 1996.

TaBLE 5B. Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty Teaching Writing, Fall, 1996

Institution | Number FT | Number PT | Number GTAs* | % FTI/PT

A 27 14 21 66/34
B 26 28 N/A 48/52
C 20 15 N/A 57143

* Graduate teaching assistants represented to show institutional reliance on
other temporary and partial teaching appointments.

TasLE 5C. Interinstitutional Part-Timers Teaching Writing, Fall 1996

Institution | Total PT* | Response | Interinstitutional Teaching
Rate PT ** 60+ Students™**
N N | % N % N %
14 6 | 43 3 50 2 67
B 28 5 18 4 80 2 50
C 15 9 | 60 S 56 5 100

* These numbers represent total part-timers teaching writing as well as total
part-timers surveyed.

** These percentages are based on the total number of part-timers responding
to the survey.
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during the fall 1996 semester. Institution A yielded a response
rate of 43 percent, showing a full-time/part-time percentage
ratio of 66/34 with 50 percent part-timers teaching interinstitu-
tionally. Of these interinstitutional teachers, 67 percent teach sixty
or more writing students. At institution B, which had only an 18
percent response rate, the full-time/part-time percentage ratio was
48/52 with 80 percent of all part-timers teaching interinstitu-
tionally and of this, 50 percent teaching sixty or more students.
Although the scope of my research encompassed only three
institutions, more representative and formal surveys will likely con-
firm a similar overreliance on interinstitutional writing instruction.
This kind of formal research could yield the empirical data needed
to determine the extent that institutional practices impinge on
the working conditions necessary to ensure teachers’ ability to
fulfill pronounced commitments to deliver quality instruction.
Claiming favorable student/teacher ratios, university mission
statements tend to advertise the total number of full-time faculty
within an institution without indicating how many of those full-
time faculty work off the tenure-track. One of the rhetorical pur-
poses of citing full-time faculty statistics is to attract students by
reassuring them that their courses are staffed by “full-time fac-
ulty” or even just “faculty.” For example, the mission statement
at another institution where I have taught, advertises, “Under-
graduate courses at the University are all taught by faculty, not
by teaching assistants.” The statement, however, fails to mention
that the faculty includes a large number of part-timers and, of
this total, a large number comprises interinstitutional part-tim-
ers. Furthermore, this institution classifies its part-timers as staff,
not faculty. However, these classification discourses erase the
experience of interinstitutional teachers such as me. For example,
at the abovementioned institution, I have taught courses while
holding another part-time appointment plus a partial teaching
assistantship respectively at two other colleges. So in my case, I
am not only considered “nonfaculty” but also I am an interinsti-
tutional teacher and a teaching assistant. As I shift gears driving
to my teaching jobs at various institutions, I also shift
subjectivities, moving in and out and between part-time and teach-
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ing-assistant status, a tradeoff between status as well as degrees
of exploitation.

Distinctions in status are more evident in some institutions
than in others. For instance, at one institution, my contract stipu-
lates “that you inform the students at the beginning of the semes-
ter, at mid-term, and in the week before final exams that, because
of your temporary status, you cannot assign grades of ‘Incom-
plete’ except in cases of real emergency, in which it must be ap-
proved by the department chairperson.” However, at another
institution, I not only teach without a contract but I also have
been permitted and expected to assign incompletes. At the first
institution, my contractual obligations are clearly delineated but
at the expense of having to denigrate. myself professionally in
front of my students. At the second, my obligations are
noncontractually enforced, and I have been expected to work
with students following course completion, which I have done—
gratis. Ironically, the distinctions in status become a tradeoff be-
tween professional denigration and further exploitation.

In addition, I have come to realize the incongruity in prepar-
ing students for professional status and success given my own
underclass status. For instance, the mission statement at another
institution where I have taught, promises, “The education pro-
vided . . . has as its objectives preparation for advancement in
professional areas.” Sadly, though, this institution hindered such
advancement for its own writing faculty since the focus was on
students’ socioeconomic status while ignoring teachers’ underclass
status. In this instance, the contradiction was even more ironic
since I taught business communications, which meant I was fa-
cilitating professional advancement for my students while piec-
ing together a full-time appointment at two other institutions.

I lasted only two semesters teaching in three places. Despite
the prospect of incurring more financial instability by giving up
one of my three jobs, I decided the costs to my sanity, my safety,
and the quality of my teaching WERE too high. Even before my
potentially fatal highway incident, I had been concerned about
having to race from one school to another—sometimes distract-
edly—trying to arrive on time. Finally, another driving incident
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forced me to cut back. At the beginning of one semester, I didn’t
make it on time for my first class; I had deceived myself into
thinking I could handle three places. I thought I could swing the
interinstitutional commute, but I had not budgeted enough time
to travel from one institution to another. I arrived ten minutes
late for class, and the students had already left. Fortunately, an-
other part-timer who had been assigned a course she did not
want to teach was permitted to swap with me.

The conditions that I have described expose the gap between
the rhetoric and reality in mission statements. Part-time faculty
do not occupy the privileged status implied by institutional mis-
sion statements; moreover, the conditions under which we teach—
especially inequitable, unlivable salaries, contractual instability,
high class loads—work against delivering quality instruction. To
deliver the quality instruction advertised in such statements, we
need just and equitable salaries, reasonable teaching loads, ben-
efits, office space, mailboxes, telephones, clerical support, access
to copy machines, as well as time and reasonable support for
research, scholarship, and professional development.

Thus, demystifying the rhetoric of faculty life in institutional
mission statements involves (re)reading and (re)viewing the texts
of mission statements while acknowledging the contexts of part-
time faculty’s working conditions. Freire names constraining con-
texts “limit situations,” and in Freireian problem-posing
education, the teacher and students work to gain critical con-
sciousness by “demythologizing the false interpretations . . . [by]
reading within the social context to which it refers” (Freire &
Macedo, 1987, p. 157). Radical literacy discourse has reflected
upon the ways in which literacy practices enable or constrain
students. Critical literacy discourse in particular has been espe-
cially valuable in examining how critical teaching empowers stu-
dents to recognize and reflect on their own limited situations. In
focusing on the ways oppressive literacy practices affect students,
however, these theorists have ignored the status of the majority
of writing/literacy teachers. This discourse, like that of institu-
tional mission statements, assumes that all teachers occupy a privi-
leged status and thus perpetuates the full-time myth while
constructing an idealized image of teachers’ working lives.
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Radical Discourse and Its Contradictions

Critical literacy discourse has enriched our knowledge of the ideo-
logical, theoretical, and pedagogical challenges and conflicts that
occur in teaching students from diverse socioeconomic back-
grounds. In particular, Bruce Herzberg, Xin Lu Gale, and Cy
Knoblauch provide thought-provoking inquiries and reflections
about critical teaching. For example, Bruce Herzberg recounts
the challenges in trying to get his students in his freshman writ-
ing class, which included service learning, to see beyond the “in-
dividual and symptomatic” in “the ways literacy is gained or not
gained in the United States” (1994, pp. 309-10). Herzberg re-
lates how difficult his “students find it to transcend their own
deeply-ingrained belief in individualism and meritocracy in their
analysis of the reasons for the illiteracy they see” (p. 312). Simi-
larly, Cy Knoblauch examines the problems inherent in critical
teaching in the face of middle-class students’ firm belief in indi-
vidualistic and meritocratic ideology, wondering, “Are these heirs
to American wealth and power in fact the oppressor (re)incarnate,
already too corrupted for Freirean dialogue since they have so
much to gain from not listening?” (1991, p. 15). In these cri-
tiques, radical discourse has theorized the correlation between
literacy practices and socioeconomic relations of power pertain-
ing to students’ contexts but has generally ignored teachers’ con-
texts.

As exceptions, Cy Knoblauch and Xin Lu Gale reflect on
their own teacherly contexts. For example, Knoblauch asks the
following question:

What is the meaning of “radical teacher” for faculty in such
privileged institutions—paid by the capitalist state, protected
from many of the obligations as well as consequences of social
action by the speculativeness of academic commitment.(1991,
p. 16)

Knoblauch admirably asks an important and courageous ques-

tion, interrogating the privileges that accrue to faculty teaching
in such institutions, the most obvious of which are their salaries.
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Heeding Freire’s insistence that teachers as well as students should
“reflect simultaneously on themselves and the world” (1993, p.
64), Knoblauch contextualizes his experience from his own point
of view and class status, and rightly so, but in doing so, ques-
tions the ways privilege is unevenly distributed between full- and
part-time faculties within institutions. His reflection begs the
question, “What is the meaning of radical teacher for [part-time]
faculty [especially interinstitutional part-time faculty] in such
privileged institutions—paid by the capitalist state [but paid in-
equitably]?” (16). Knoblauch’s question does not account for the
working lives of the majority of writing teachers.

Similarly, Xin Lu Gale also focuses on her own teacherly con-
text when she questions the position of teachers in relation to
their institutions. Citing faculty obligations as “cultural agent([s]
hired by the institution to perform pedagogic acts” (1996, p. 129),
Gale asserts that faculty simultaneously

owe their loyalty to the institution, the dominant culture and
discourse are obligated to teach students normal discourse even
though edifying teachers are suspicious of its hegemonic power
and critical of many of its basic assumptions. (p. 129)

This description speaks from Gale’s context and for faculty who
are privileged and positioned to engage in her kind of critical
reflection and speculation. However, her description ignores the
material effects of the dominant culture and hegemonic power
that constrain the lives of the majority of writing teachers.

Gale further extends her reflection to elaborate writing teach-
ers’ roles in exposing students to a multiplicity of discourses, but
rejects the notion that discourse is ideologically positioned. Fur-

. thermore, she sees the positive end results in students’ and teach-

ers’ exposure to many discourses as follows:

Most important, perhaps both the teacher and students will
obtain greater satisfaction from the realization that they have
communicated with new people, experienced new feelings, gone
through new adventures, and succeeded in keeping the conver-
sation going. (1996, p. 130)
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Then, in recounting the presumed pedagogical and human satis-
faction that accompanies the process of introducing students to a
variety of discourses, Gale asks, “What more can a writing teacher
ask for than this?” (p. 130)—a question that, in effect, erases the
material conditions of the majority of writing teachers by pre-
suming that psychic satisfaction is virtually all teachers need.

Gale’s speculation invokes the “psychic reward” myth that
Eileen Schell successfully argues against—the myth that women
are intrinsically motivated to seek part-time work and are sup-
posedly content to accept psychic capital as pay (1998, p. 36), or
as Gale adapts it—the assumption that writing teachers occupy a
privileged class and do not need the materialities of equitable
pay. Additionally, in locating the source of this psychic satisfac-
tion in the reward of “keeping the conversation going,” Gale
tends to uphold dialogue as an end in itself, which stops short of
Freire’s insistence that reflection and dialogue are bound up with
transformative action.

Knoblauch’s and Gale’s self-reflective analyses address the
status of radical teacher only from a privileged subject position
and, thus, tend to idealize teachers by perpetuating the full-time
faculty myth. If the question “What is the meaning of radical
teacher?” were answered from the point of view of an interinsti-
tutional teacher, then the contradiction in using an exploited la-
bor force to teach writing would be more apparent. Additionally,
in tying teachers’ obligations to the dominant culture because
they are paid by a dominant cultural institution, Gale begs the
following questions: “What then are part-time teachers’ obligations
when they are not paid equitably? Are their obligations less?”

In other instances, radical discourse has idealized teachers
by focusing on “what” and “how” to teach while again ignoring
the status and working conditions of the “who” that teach. For
example, two decades ago, Richard Ohmann criticized English
textbooks, claiming their authors encouraged balanced positions
and avoided conflict and resistance; instead, he contended that
such texts promoted the middle way in argumentation, that they
presented argumentation as a form of discourse by which “social
choices are made by rational debate, in which all have equal

187
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- voice”—a supposedly balanced process but one in which “power
is played down” as well as the “relations between ideas and mate-
rial circumstances” (1976, p. 181). According to Ohmann, social
and economic influences are absent, in these textbooks, and stu-
dents are without identities or political contexts (p. 182). Fol-
lowing this line of reasoning, John Clifford has argued that “little
has changed” since Ohmann’s criticism that “the rhetorics from
the seventies privileged the middle way while denigrating strong
positions, conflict, and a committed sociopolitical agenda” (1991,
p. 43). In particular, Clifford criticizes The St. Martin’s Guide for
creating “the illusion that we can transcend ideology with three
well-developed paragraphs of evidence, that we can somehow
change the minds of others in a rhetorical vacuum freed from the
pollutants of prior social alignments” (1991, 44). Overall, objec-
tions to these composition textbooks center on the way they sup-
press critical consciousness by producing students who are passive,
adaptable, manageable, and dominated. In these instances, teach-
ing and learning become what Freire terms practices of domina-
tion.

The foregoing critiques of postsecondary literacy instruction
demonstrate how radical discourse has theorized class issues re-
lated to students’ experiences, especially how students are rel-
egated to an underclass and disempowered, as well as how their
experiences are decontextualized and idealized. Although the -
examples show how critical teaching has sought to further criti-
cal literacy practices by contextualizing and demythologizing stu-
dents’ experiences, overall, the focus has been on the ways radical
discourse has interrogated the what and how to teach but in a
manner suppressing the identities of the who that teach and the
conditions under which they teach in relation to critical literacy
concepts.

Ironically, in ignoring the working conditions of part-time
writing teachers, radical discourse has in effect decontextualized
teachers and their experiences. Henry Giroux emphasizes the need
to discuss teachers’ contexts as requirements for successful criti-
cal teaching when he argues that teachers cannot practice critical
literacy unless appropriate ideological and material conditions
exist to support that teaching (Freire & Macedo, 1987). He fur-
ther indicates that the struggle is “not only around the issue of
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what and how to teach, but also around the material conditions
that enable and constrain pedagogical labor” (Intro., 26). These
conditions include those affecting teachers as well as students.
Although Giroux does address this issue in connection with sec-
ondary schooling, he does not explicitly relate it to postsecondary
literacy teachers’ working conditions.

Even when theorists successfully focus on ideological and
material conditions, they have done so only from the perspective
of students’ “limit situations.” For example, focusing on literacy
as an ideologically positioned set of practices, a number of theo-
rists have admirably called attention to how some practices rel-
egate students to an underclass while maintaining other students
in a privileged class. Moving away from a reified and narrow
notion of literacy as a set of skills, these theorists have analyzed
how literacy and class have become conflated in regulating so-
cioeconomic access while tracking and keeping students in their
place (see Brodkey, 1987; Holzman, 1991; Lunsford et al., 1990;
Stuckey, 1991; Trimbur, 1991). Such theories focus on teachers’
complicity in reproducing an underclass. Naturally, I have exam-
ined my own pedagogical and theoretical posture. But in doing
so, I have realized that focusing on teachers’ complicity can over-
look the similarities between students and part-time writing in-
structors who are themselves denied professional working
conditions and are an “underclass” within academe. Those of us
who teach interinstitutionally to earn a livable wage spend inor-
dinate amounts of time driving from institution to institution,
and our teaching effectiveness is often diminished by our course
loads and commuting schedules. Teaching large numbers of stu-
dents diminishes not only prep time but also the time available
for reading, evaluating assignments, and conferencing, as well as
research and scholarly activities. Even if part-timers had more
time, professional access and advancement are still regulated be-
cause the majority of jobs in writing instruction are non-tenure
track. Thus, adverse working conditions and the inaccessibility
of tenured positions perpetuate part-timers’ marginalized status.

Critiques of the ways in which student access to quality edu-
cation is regulated offer a parallel in understanding how part-
timers are economically tracked and trapped and challenging the
notion that literacy automatically empowers and promotes socio-
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economic mobility. Michael Holzman contends, “Full employ-
ment is not necessarily an overriding societal goal” and “ideo-
logical forces or simply those of commerce can be sufficiently
persuasive to insulate groups from active participation in the
economy,” resulting in “an economically superfluous underclass™
(1991, p. 302). Holzman sees the justification for an underclass
as “ideological rather than economic,” explaining “some chil-
dren [are prepared] for lives in factories and fast-food stores,
others for lives designing or directing those factories and services”
(p. 302). In these terms, illiteracy is a marker, rather than the
cause, of the underclass in American society, the majority of whom
are “women who are black and poor” (p. 303). Speaking stan-
dardized English, or assimilating literacy practices of the domi-
nant class, supposedly arbitrates economic success, but very often,
access to this literacy is regulated and controlled by the ability or
inability to pass gender-, class-, and racially biased standardized
tests, thus perpetuating cultural inequities. As J. Elspeth Stuckey
explains, “the test reduces to poverty or maintains in [poverty]
entire segments of the economy” (Violence, p. 118). Those seg-
ments maintained are tracked into vocational training destined
to become hamburger wrappers or data entry clerks, not because
of cognitive deficits but because of the ideological demands of a
capital economy. Stuckey aptly sums it up, “The teaching of lit-
eracy, in turn, is a regulation of access” (p. 19).’And I would add,
a regulation of access for part-time teachers as well as students.
For I have come to believe the question “Who can afford to
teach?” is an inversion of “Who can afford to learn?”
Although inequitable literacy practices have relegated both
students and part-time writing instructors to an underclass, lit-
eracy continues to be mythologized and valorized as a reified set
of skills having a causal relationship with socioeconomic suc-
cess. Students are socialized to believe in the potential of an up-
wardly mobile status accessible as the result of acquiring literacy.
When they fail to measure up to literacy standards, they are rel-
egated to an underclass within the academy, falsely led to believe
their literacy status prevents economic success. As in the Freirean
banking model, “Education thus becomes an act of depositing,
in which students are the depositories and the teacher is the de-
positor” (1993, p. 53). The myth here assumes literacy as cul-
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tural capital—a reified product—mass produced, mass consumed,
equally accessible to all and responsible for economic success.
Literacy teachers possess and produce it while students acquire
and consume it.

As the myth would have it, writing teachers, then, should be
at the top of the meritocratic ladder by virtue of their possessing
such a large volume of cultural capital. However, part-timers’
actual underclass status cuts through this myth. Part-time writ-
ing instructors experience the same kind of failed meritocracy as
students; that is, only a certain percentage of good-paying jobs
exist at the top of the hierarchic ladder for both students and
teachers. Those whose access is cut off have to settle for the bot-
tom rung or no rung at all.

While illiteracy is assumed to be the cause of students’
underclass status, economic or individual factors are assumed to
be the cause of teachers’ underclass status. Unlike students, part-
timers are led to believe their status is the result of economic
necessity or individual failure. Although decreased federal and

_ state funding has been a real challenge for institutions, a recent

study has shown the insufficiency of the “economic necessity”
argument. In a study of 183 college and university faculty’s col-
lective bargaining contracts, Gary Rhoades, professor of higher
education at the University of Arizona’s Center for the Study of
Higher Education, found that constraints on part-timers were
due to budgetary flexibility, not economic necessity. In particu-
lar, Rhodes noted a proportionally related increase/decrease in
the part-time/full-time faculty ratio over the last twenty-five years
as well as a large increase in administrative and nonfaculty pro-
fessional positions, the latter of which are usually nonunionized
and aligned with management (1996, pp. 655-56). Increasingly,
faculty in American universities and colleges are becoming man-
aged and highly stratified professionals (p. 656).

Reading through and against critical literacy discourse serves
as a lesson for all of us in higher education—a reminder that we
need to apply critical literacy reading practices to our own em-
ployment conditions for the sake of quality instruction for stu-
dents and employment equity for part-time writing teachers.
Critical literacy practices demystify the ideal image of teacherly
employment constructed in institutional and radical discourses
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and serve as a basis for reconfiguring the part-time problem. As
we continue to reflect critically on this problem, I hope we can
go beyond mere consciousness-raising to dialogue and action.

Rearticulating the Part-Time Problem

How then should we talk about overreliance on part-time writ-
ing instructors? And how should we address this overreliance?
On one hand, decreased federal and state funding presents a real
challenge to higher education; on the other hand, cutting instruc-
tional costs and exploiting part-time faculty undermine institu-
tional commitment to quality instruction. College faculty need
to resist justifying the present and future overreliance on part-
time writing instructors in terms of economic necessity and in-
evitability. We cannot rely on the myth of economic necessity;
instead, we need to link the working conditions of part-time fac-
ulty to issues of instructional quality. Department and division
chairs need to connect working conditions and instructional qual-
ity when submitting budget requests for improving part-time
faculty’s working conditions. Budgetary flexibility needs to be
balanced with issues of quality. At the Summit on-Part-Time/
Adjunct Faculty in Higher Education, attention was called to the
need to reorganize budgeting to meet educational priorities
(Leatherman, 1997). The value placed on effective writing within
and outside the academy should make teaching conditions in
writing instruction one of our highest educational priorities.
Overall, institutions need to question the growing administra-
tive, managerial, and capital construction costs incurred at the
expense of instructional costs.

As I argue early on in this essay, radical discourse scholars
and practitioners need to extend their field of inquiry to address
part-time faculty’s working conditions in light of their critiques
of oppressive literacy practices. In general, I hope all discourses
within academe dealing with marginalization, domination, and
liberation would see the need to address the part-time labor prob-
lem. Eileen Schell has already argued for viewing the part-time
problem as a gendered class issue and has appealed to feminists
to use coalition building as a strategy to improve working condi-
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tions for women within the academy. This appeal can be extended
to all critical literacy theorists and practitioners, as well as theo-
rists involved with African American, postcolonial, and gay/les-
bian studies. Cary Nelson has suggested that we need “a national
debate among all in higher education about the ethics and in-
structional consequences of current and emerging employment
practices” (1997, p. 180). Writing and literature departments can
begin this dialogue by organizing and scheduling university and
collegewide forums that address the link between employment
equity and quality education.

Economists, sociologists, and education professionals can be
instrumental in extending their expertise to collect more complete
data and conduct more studies on the use of part-time labor. Gary
Rhodes argues that we need further research disaggregating the
work and experiences of part-time faculty (1996, p. 654). More
studies on interinstitutional teaching need to be undertaken as
well. His recommendation is especially important since aggre-
gated studies do not account for discipline-specific working con-
ditions nor do they determine the fields in which part-timers are
concentrated, namely the fields in which faculty teach lower di-
vision students (pp. 654-55). Clearly, these studies would be
important to radical critiques and speculation about academic
class stratification and the growing imbalance between academic
managers and faculty. In addition, such studies would provide
the empirical data needed to argue more successfully about the
effects of working conditions on instructional quality.

As I conclude this chapter, I am on the road again, beginning
another semester of interinstitutional teaching as I complete a
doctoral dissertation in rhetoric and composition. [ wonder how
I can squeeze in some proactive steps to address the part-time
problem. I have already attended four noncontractual, noncom-
pensated meetings at two institutions. The full-time faculty were
paid since they are on salary, but the part-time faculty were not.
At one meeting on curricular planning and design, fourteen writ-
ing faculty were present: three full-time and eleven part-time,
seven of whom teach interinstitutionally. Before the meetings,
the three full-time faculty, two of whom are tenure-track and one
already tenured, sent a memo to the university administration
requesting that part-time faculty be given a stipend for meeting
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attendance. However, the administration refused on the grounds
that there wasn’t enough money. At the first faculty meeting for
the writing program, the full-time faculty distributed copies of
their memo, during which time I publicly commented that the
administration would never require the cafeteria workers to work
two days without pay. I mentioned these workers because they
had had contractual disputes with the administration in past years.
After the meeting, a number of part-timers discussed boycotting
the next meeting. However, we eventually decided to attend the
meeting because we were afraid of not being rehired the next
semester. We also knew that if we did not attend, we would not
have curricular input and would be uninformed about issues af-
fecting our classroom practices. In short, we were concerned about
how it would affect the quality of our teaching.

Although I’d rather expend my limited time and energy on my
teaching, I’m still wondering about the next step. Once again, I
turn toward the liberatory practices of critical pedagogy. Freire links
problem-posing education to “futurity” and to human beings

who move forward and look ahead, for whom immobility rep-
resents a fatal threat, for whom looking at the past must only
be a means of understanding more clearly what and who they
are so that they can more wisely build the future. (p. 65)

Ereire’s words give us hope for improving part-time faculty’s
working conditions; we need his visionary thrust to help us ac-
complish the seemingly impractical. If we do not take steps to
address the growing use of part-time faculty, we become complicit
in failing to deliver educational quality, and we become complicit
in the injustice of generating and perpetuating an underclass of
part-time writing instructors.

Notes

1. See Eileen Schell’s argument that part-time writing instructors consti-
tute a gendered class of workers (“Gypsy Academics and Mother-Teach-
ers”: Gender, Contingent Labor, and Writing Instruction. Portsmouth,
NH: Heinemann-Boynton/Cook, 1998).

—152 ~

U ]84



PR

Trafficking in Freeway Flyers

2. Tuse the term “radical discourse” to include theorists whose critiques
are class-based, which would include critical literacy and pedagogy theory
associated with Freire, Giroux, and Shor. I also use the term to include
scholars who may not necessarily identify themselves as critical literacy
theorists but who employ a class-based critique of literacy practices.

3. Although critical literacy discourse has treated teachers’ working
conditions on the primary and secondary levels, it has generally ignored
such conditions on the postsecondary level.

4. In “The Feminization of Literacy,” J. Elspeth Stuckey theorizes the
correlation between and among literacy, race, gender, and class. Although
her critique acknowledges the exploitative working conditions of part-
time women teachers, it categorizes full-time and part-time women as
an “exploited” female class. While Stuckey’s analysis acknowledges lit-
eracy work as a gendered class issue, she elides important differences
between women teaching writing part time and those teaching writing
full time. Also acknowledging connections between literacy and class in
“Teaching for Literacy,” Miriam Chaplin persuasively critiques the cor-
relation between teaching/learning and relations of power in literacy
practices. Although her analysis calls attention to how overrelying on
part-timers to teach writing “minimizes the importance of literacy edu-
cation” (p. 103), it touches only briefly on the part-time problem.
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The Real Scandal in Higher
Education

WALTER JACOBSOHN
Independent Scholar

Experience, though noon auctoritee
Were in this world, is right ynough for me
To speke . . . .

CHAUCER, “Wife of Bath’s Prologue”

Introduction

Tenured radicals, cushy jobs, ivory towers are images the public
associates with professors and the academy. As inaccurate as these
popular caricatures of tenured faculty are, they bear absolutely
no resemblance to more than half of the teachers in the academy:
higher education’s contingent faculty. The exploitation of part-
time and adjunct faculty and graduate student teaching assis-
tants is the most ignored issue facing higher education today
perhaps because it is the most serious. The litany of disgraceful
working conditions that contingent faculty experience needs to
be repeated again and again: pitifully low wages (close to mini-
mum wage in many cases); no health care in most cases; no job
security; no voice in faculty governance; no time to pursue re-
search that would enhance their own and others’ professional
practice; and no respect. Dramatically increasing numbers of
adjunct, part-time, and temporary non-tenure-track faculty and
graduate student teaching assistants in the United States—who
among them teach more than half the courses offered in
academia—are essential to the operation of most colleges and
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universities. In some, adjunct faculty teach 100 percent of the
courses offered.

Speaking as an adjunct faculty member, I must note that our
experience as dedicated teachers is essential to the education of
the diverse students with whom we work; in part, our experience
is valuable because we have learned much about our students
and from one another as we have moved from college to college
during our weekly intercampus commutes. Sharing our common
experiences enhances our essential work: We swap not only hor-
ror stories but also coping strategies for handling the work we
have been hired to do. Unfortunately, the sense we make of our
experiences too often goes undocumented and unpublished be-
cause we lack the luxury of time and the venues to make connec-
tions among the theories of professional practice developed by
established faculty. Our personal experiences, our common ex-
periences, and the lessons we have learned often go unheard and
unrecognized. Nor do we find time to introduce, conduct, and
sustain a desperately needed dialogue with tenure-track faculty
about the changes that are taking place in higher education un-
der our eyes, but without our acknowledgment.

Changes in higher education’s student body, in its expecta-
tions of faculty, and in the uses it is making of information tech-
nologies make it clear that we must study and understand the

“work experience of higher education’s contingent faculty. Min-
ing the experiences of these faculty—the canaries in the infra-
structure of an educational system we are creating to serve us in
the twenty-first century—has much to teach us, has the potential
perhaps to inform us about some surprises that may be waiting
for us just around the corner. Without a dialogue based on the
experiences of faculty who teach service courses, extension
courses, clinical courses, provisional courses, understanding of
the current state of higher education and how it must change will
be seriously uninformed. The course of action the academy is
currently pursuing may be counterproductive to its goals and its
well-being, to say nothing of its ethics.

In this essay, I reflect on the work of part-time adjunct fac-
ulty in light of the working conditions at Long Island University—
Brooklyn, where I taught for seven years. I also describe attempts
made in that setting to redress the problems of part-time adjunct
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faculty in higher education. Writing this essay has been difficult for
me because [ write out of anger and frustration. I have read many
intelligent and articulate essays about the pros and cons of em-
ploying contingent faculty in higher education, and I find it diffi-
cult to identify with the dispassionate and distanced language these
articles employ. I cannot repress entirely the irritation I feel when I
hear glib analyses of the operations of power and privilege in
texts and presentations. I believe that this language has failed us,
has failed to reveal the problems that we have created and that
we face in all their complexity, seriousness, and destructiveness.

The Personal Is Political

Long Island University (LIU) is the eighth largest private univer-
sity in the country with over 24,500 students. It has numerous
branch campuses and three main campuses: C.W. Post
(Brookville), Brooklyn, and Southampton. The Brooklyn cam-
pus, where I taught as an adjunct associate professor in the En-

“glish department, has more than 9,500 students, most of whom

are nontraditional, first-generation college students, immigrants,
and/or members of ethnic minorities.

The May 1997, LIU-Brooklyn commencement featured an
impressive array of guests. Honorary degrees were awarded to
Bella Abzug, Ralph T. Branca, Henry Louis Gates, Jr., Wynton
Marsalis, Hazel W. Johnson Brown, Hylan Garnet Lewis, and
Robert P. Moses, the guest speaker. Named after the long list of
student awards in the commencement program were the Officers
of the University, the Board of Trustees, and the Brooklyn Cam-
pus Full-Time Faculty, all 215 of them. No mention was made of
the more than 573 part-time, adjunct faculty at LIU-Brooklyn,
some of whom had been teachers in the LIU community for over
twenty years, even though part-time, adjunct faculty teach over
60 percent of the courses offered on the Brooklyn campus. In
some programs, such as the Bushwick program, where I taught
from 1993 to 1997, part-time adjunct faculty taught 100 percent
of the courses offered until the spring of 1998 when full-time
positions were created as the direct result of pressure from the
state accrediting board.
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The situation is even more ironic when we consider the fact
that enrollment increases caused by ill-advised changes in the
CUNY system—changes that essentially end open admissions in
that system—have led to exponential increases in the LIU-Brook-
lyn student population and its part-time adjunct faculty. Compli-
cating this situation is the fact that adjunct faculty course loads
are being cut: Fewer adjuncts teach a “full load” of nine credits a
semester, making it likely that these adjuncts will have less incen-
tive to invest in the LIU community. Who will take their place?
How many students who received awards at the 1997 commence-
ment benefited from the encouragement and inspiration of these
faculty members? How do we insure the continued quality of
future students’ education?

The 1997 commencement ceremony was disturbing for me
because it honored an impressive array of civil rights activists
and public figures who have contributed to making our society
more equitable even as it reduced to invisibility a substantial
number of the faculty who had served as the graduating students’
teachers. The ceremony also disturbed me because for some time
before 1997, some of us in the part-time adjunct ranks in LIU-
Brooklyn had been working to make ourselves, our working con-
ditions, and our contributions to the university more visible.

The Problem of Invisibility

The invisibility of LIU-Brooklyn’s contingent faculty was evi-
dent when we adjunct, part-time instructors began to organize in
1992. After reading the union contract carefully, a small group
of colleagues, Michael Pelias, an adjunct associate professor of
philosophy, and I realized that we had full rights as members of a
closed union shop, and that these rights were being denied to us.
We decided to find out how many part-time faculty there were at
LIU-Brooklyn so that we could seek fair representation on the
union executive committee; however, no one could tell us the
number. Until we had access to union records we had to go around
counting, department by department. When we did get access to
union numbers, we identified even more than the 423 we had
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counted. Presented with the figures, the full-time faculty and the
administration still took three years to acknowledge our num-
bers. The same story can be told about almost every unionized or
nonunion campus in the United States. Fortunately for us, on
campuses such as LIU-Brooklyn where adjunct faculty pay dues
to a union, records exist and are accessible.

The union at LIU-Brooklyn is led by five officers (president,
vice president, secretary, grievance chair, and treasurer) and a
twelve-member executive committee who are elected to two-year
terms and given released time from teaching to fulfill their func-
tions. This union, formed in 1970, before part-timers’ numbers
and working conditions were a problem, was initially radical and
proactive. Until 1980 most benefits the union gained were shared
by all faculty. However, beginning in 1980, as the result of a
grievance procedure brought by a part-time faculty member, the
union began to trade away the salaries and rights of part-time,
adjunct faculty in exchange for full-time faculty benefits. Ad-
juncts were not represented on the union executive committee
until the mid-1980s, and even then they were seldom influential.
Although no policy to this effect appeared in writing, there was a
tacit understanding that no adjunct would run for election and
official recognition. .

Writing instructors comprised the greater number of those
who participated in phone trees, information gathering, and pe-
tition signing in the “Adjunct Association,” begun in 1992. “Lead-
ership” of our association fell to Michael and me. We were the
only ones convinced that we could make a difference, the only
ones who felt we had nothing to lose. Because Michael and I
shared goals, we were able to bypass debates about strategy and
method that often impede action in larger organizations. Although
we were effective within union meetings, we had only enough
energy to maintain and pursue adjunct initiatives within the union.
As a result, we and our association enjoyed the benefits and suf-
fered the problems of an organization without a hierarchical struc-
ture. While we were able to be efficient, particularly at the outset
of our work, our organization lacked mechanisms and roles for
recruiting members to fulfill the loosely defined roles of a larger
core group. Constant recruitment is necessary if real change is to
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be made by an organization such as ours whose membership con-
sists of a transient population, something the Yale graduate stu-
dents have managed to do with some success.

Success is a thrill in a small group; disappointment, however,
can be very hard to bear. Criticism by colleagues is also hard to
bear. Although the majority of adjunct faculty in LIU-Brooklyn
in 1992 wanted Michael and me to represent their interests, in
the views of some, we were co-opted by what was then a pre-
dominantly white-male union power structure and by the inter-
ests of the full-time faculty. These colleagues had an exaggerated
sense of the power that Michael and I possessed. Other colleagues
striving for better working conditions for adjuncts were inclined
by background and education to move on to better positions very
quickly, and they were right to do so. They left the university or
refused to invest any more energy in our endeavor.

Even though the beginnings of our efforts were modest, when
we canvassed as many adjuncts as we could and encouraged them
to run for election to the union executive committee in spring
1993, six women and men, ranging in age from twenty-two to -
seventy-seven, agreed. The association’s phone tree organizers
called hundreds of faculty, full- and part-time alike, to campaign
for our candidates. All six were elected. We shocked the hell out
of full-time faculty delegates, who could barely speak to us when
we arrived for our first union meeting.

Our work to organize looked much like the work of those on
other campuses who have tried unionization. Across the country,
adjunct faculty, temporary non-tenure-track faculty, and gradu-
ate and teaching assistants are calling for union representation.
A surprising number have successfully aired their issues in a pub-
lic forum (e.g., the Yale University graduate students—GESO).
But the truth is that most faculty unions are run and supported
by senior faculty; neither junior faculty nor part-time faculty are
willing or able to devote the time to become part of the union
structure. In many unions, part-timers split off (by choice) from
the tenure-track faculty union or are forced into a separate bar-
gaining unit; those separate units, however, are not a panacea.
Such divided arrangements can work only as temporary mea-
sures for part-time adjunct faculty because contingent faculty are
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expendable. Furthermore, the nature of their temporary, part-
time work means that, as a group, contingent faculty cannot
achieve continuity of union participation and leadership. Having
full-time and part-time adjunct faculty in the same union has its
dangers. It was clear to us in LIU-Brooklyn that although we
part-time faculty had an equal vote with full-time faculty, we did
not have equal power. If our gains were too many, full-time fac-
ulty would abandon the union or reduce the proceedings to un-
dermine our initiatives. Still, in LIU-Brooklyn, and [ would argue
in most other places as well, there is a better chance of achieving
beneficial change for all faculty in one union. There is a better
chance of gaining adjunct faculty’s objectives by convincing full-
time faculty that our best interests are theirs as well.

Our joint work with full-time, tenure-track faculty did pro-
duce some modest gains at LIU-Brooklyn after the 1993 union
election. For example, the schedule for adjunct faculty pay was
adjusted from three checks a semester to coincide with the monthly
pay schedule of full-time faculty. We achieved this beneficial
change by circulating a petition to all faculty. Most were glad to
sign. Not without significant effort, we also gained other ben-
efits from the union negotiations and strike of 1994: access to
parking, emergency loans, a self-paid group health care plan, and
a 1'%, percent larger salary increase over three years than that
given to full-time faculty. In the larger issues, though, we made
hardly a dent: a pay scale that better reflected the contributions
adjunct faculty make to their students and the institution, sys-
tematic promotion of dedicated part-time adjunct teachers to full-
time positions, and health care for long-term adjuncts that is at
least partially supported by the university.

A positive understanding of unions and union representa-
tion was already in place when we began our work at LIU-Brook-
lyn on behalf of adjunct faculty; the acceptance of the role of
adjunct faculty in the union was also in place by the time I was
elected secretary of LIU-Brooklyn’s union in 1996, but these con-
ditions were not enough for substantial changes to be made.

Gerald Graff and Gregory Jay make an argument essential
for an understanding of the particular role faculty unions and
associations must undertake:
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Theorizing the practice of entire institutions of higher educa-
tion means thinking from the viewpoint of conservatives, liber-
als, and others with whom we work, not just from the viewpoint
of radicals. This calls for a model of education in which we
engage with those who hold the “wrong politics and will not
take our assumptions for granted, that is, a model in which
ideological opponents not only coexist but cooperate. . . .This
means respecting those with the “wrong” politics, and even
accepting the risk that they may change us. (1995, p. 209)

It is important for those of us who wish to become agents of
change to remember all individuals, including those who hold
what some call the “right” and the “wrong” politics, need to be
educated about the dimensions of part-time, adjunct faculty work
and working conditions in higher education. No informed edu-
cator can be comfortable with the situation; it is neither normal
nor healthy nor in their best self-interest.

At LIU-Brooklyn, once we became members of the union
executive committee, we were dealing with the way the power
structure operates in our-university, some of that operation was
boring, seemingly irrelevant from our perspective. However, we
knew we could not hope to change anything until we accepted
this apprenticeship; only when we demonstrated to our colleagues
that their interests were ours could we persuade our union col-
leagues that our agenda was theirs. We attended every union
meeting, joined in discussion, and voted on issues not directly
connected to adjunct faculty. Michael and I discussed which com-
mittee would do what, chaired committees ourselves, and com-
pleted research on health care, contractual language at other
universities, and distance learning initiatives. These issues—some-
times removed from our own—were important to others.

Constructing and Enacting Power

In 1982, Cara Chell described simply and cogently the life of a
part-time faculty member. She makes the following insightful
observation:

So far, I realize, my examples include only women. That’s part
of the system, you know. Most of us have employed husbands
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and therefore can better afford exploitation. At least we have

health insurance. Perhaps most of us are more used to being

exploited, can stand up under it better, rationalize it longer,

maybe enjoy it? (1982, p. 38)

Even as this statement calls for an end to “taking it,” it reminds
us that the current practice of employing contingent faculty in
higher education often preys on those who are “used to it.”

As a student of noncanonical literature and postcolonial
theory, I might have anticipated what participation in the ad-
junct union movement in LIU-Brooklyn taught me: Part of our
success In creating a movement and gaining the recognition of
our full-time colleagues lay in the fact that Michael Pelias, ad-
junct in philosophy, and I, the two members of our initial core,
had high personal and professional opinions of ourselves. We
were used to the idea of our own privilege. Both of us are white
males from upper-middle-class, well-educated families. Further-
more, we became involved in the union very soon after we be-
came adjuncts. Perhaps we hadn’t learned “our place.”

More and more, however, the ranks of part-time faculty in-
clude individuals accustomed to thinking that the world belongs
to them, individuals accustomed to thinking that exploitation
happens to others. These individuals have experience with the
business policies and practices that guide administrative decisions.
Gappa and Leslie illustrate my point in The Invisible Faculty:

a successful unionization campaign was led by two retired busi-
ness executives who had considerable experience in corpora-
tions that were unionized, one in legal affairs and one in human
resources. Both individuals knew how to organize and lead a
union and how to negotiate a contract, and they felt it was
important to do so on behalf of their fellow part-time faculty
members. (1993, pp. 80-81)

This is not to say that the increasing numbers of individuals used
to seeing themselves as powerful in part-time faculty ranks nec-
essarily create more activism, often it is to the contrary. I have
been approached by more than a few white males who want to
commiserate with me about how highly qualified white males
have been degraded in the job market because of affirmative ac-
tion. They take refuge by imagining a conspiracy against the most
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deserving—themselves—and often refuse to see that they share a
situation with others who, although not them, are no less quali-
fied. Their attitude reaffirms the kind of petty identity politics
and not so invisible racism that rears its head when the economic
situation gets tough. These individuals hold themselves aloof, hold
onto the sense of their own privilege. And, of course, many full-
time faculty in powerful positions find it in their self-interest to
bolster this point of view.

However, at LIU we learned that the inclusion of this relatively
new group among the exploited opened up new possibilities. The
self-esteem of people who have a hard time accepting victim status
makes them ready to stand up and fight. More and more Ph.D.’s
and highly qualified people from various professions are enter-
ing the ranks of part-timers. The truth is, the adjunct faculty
delegates to the LIU-Brooklyn union were listened to because we
had “qualifications” that our full-time faculty colleagues valued.
Our group numbered a labor lawyer, a judge, and several Ph.D.’s.
If anyone needs to be reminded of just how little has really changed
in an era of women’s studies, African American studies, and the
now disappearing affirmative action programs, this piece of LIU-
Brooklyn history should serve as a case in point. My predecessor,
one of three women on the executive committee, was an older
woman married to a successful business man. Her intelligence,
commitment, and hard work seemed to count for little among
full-time faculty members. Perhaps not surprisingly, a woman
union officer from a working-class background was the most
outspoken advocate of adjunct faculty concerns.

Currently, with the influx of new faculty and a renewed in-
terest in the union, there are seven women and many more junior
faculty on the executive committee of the LIU-Brooklyn union.
The new president of the union (summer 1998) is a woman, the
first ever at LIU-Brooklyn, and she has stated for the record her
willingness to call a strike on issues that pertain directly to ad-
junct faculty (e.g., health care insurance)—something her prede-
cessor refused to do. This new president was the choice of the
majority of full-time faculty. On some level, it would seem that
our efforts to change the union and attitudes of full-time faculty
have had an effect; however, real changes in the way LIU-Brook-
lyn and other universities do business still must be made.
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Whether higher education and unions will come to grips with
the problem of the growing use and abuse of contingent faculty
remains to be seen. Four integrally related situations that have
kept effective protest against these problems from taking shape
will have to change. The four deterrents I have in mind include
(1) the inability of contingent faculty to form a cohesive and
broadly based political identity among themselves because of what
I call “adjunct passing”; (2) the inability of contingent faculty to
form a cohesive and broadly based political identity among them-
selves because of the temporary nature of adjunct positions; (3)
media and market forces; (4) the refusal of full-time tenure-track
faculty to accept their complicity in the phenomenon or to deal
with the crisis that it is producing in higher education.

Contingent Faculty: Politics and Identity

There are obvious reasons for the growth and persistence of the
large body of adjunct faculty in America. Colleges and universi-
ties are being charged to run institutions like a “failing business—
a business that concentrates on short term goals and short term
profits” (McVay, 1994). Another reason is the relative lack of
politicization of adjunct faculty. Lack of time, investment in other
“full-time” activities, a general sense of helplessness, and fear of
losing their positions have often been cited as explanations for
this inability to act regardless of the part-timers’ level of anger
and frustration. As Gappa and Leslie explain,

Dissatisfaction with second-class status was almost universal
among the part-timers we interviewed. Over and over again,
whether they were aspiring to an academic career or teaching
one night a week as specialists, part-timers constantly alluded to
their status in a bifurcated academic career system. They expressed
anger and frustration about their treatment, work loads, salaries
and benefits, and lack of appreciation of their efforts. They often
felt deep anxiety about the temporary and indefinite nature of
their employment. Many expressed clear annoyance over their
lack of consultation and involvement in decisions affecting them,
an annoyance that was only exacerbated by their feeling that
protesting or demanding a more substantive role would jeopar-
dize their continued employment. (1993, p. 43)
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Two other reasons are less frequently discussed: the understand-
able reluctance of part-time faculty to affirm their identity as
adjunct faculty and the no less surprising refusal of full-time
faculty to recognize their complicity in creating the status and
working conditions of contingent faculty. Without these acknowl-
edgments by part-time, adjunct and full-time, tenure-track fac-
ulty, there can be no coherent political movement to redress the
growing use and abuse of contingent faculty in higher education.

It is not so much the individual differences such as age, eco-
nomic status, and the various reasons for taking on part-time
employment that underlie part-time faculty’s reluctance to af-
firm their work. It is their reluctance to assume the political iden-
tity associated with their role in higher education. Most part-time
faculty do not want to acknowledge that the institution in which
they work exploits them shamelessly, that it does not value them
as members of its community. Most full-time faculty do not wish
to acknowledge this situation. And when part-time faculty do
affirm their institutional identity, they sometimes find it difficult
to maintain a sufficient sense of self-worth to enable them to
change their working conditions and to act in solidarity with
peers who may not want to step forward. Furthermore, many
full-time faculty would just as soon not think about the extent to
which the dollars that support their salaries and research leaves
are generated out of the work and working conditions of their
part-time colleagues. _

In the “Introduction” to College for Sale, Wesley Shumar
explains that '

it is hard to recognize the operation of power on one’s doorstep;
easier and more comfortable to think about how the global
economy is affecting itinerant fruit pickers or unemployed steel
workers someplace else. And then many younger university in-
tellectuals and their marginalization are made invisible by their
own strategies of survival. They resist and deny being identified
as temporary, part-time, or flexible, because it deligitimates them.
This denial helps to maintain the illusion that fragmentation goes
on always elsewhere; in the field, at smaller universities, in the
Third World; not at the center, not here, not at my university, in
my department. Neither the older generation, still benefiting from
the remnants of an older and more gracious (to university pro-
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fessors anyway) past; nor the younger one, shut out and strug-
gling, wants to consider the implication of the political process
that we are inevitably part of. Who could blame us? (1997, p. 4)

Many part-timers take refuge in their vocations as teachers—a
role that confers a great deal of power and intellectual and emo-
tional satisfaction. Vocational satisfaction is especially reassur-
ing to those individuals who take part-time roles based on their
love for teaching and other generous motives that have no basis
in economics. Yet only “being there for your students” is a tem-
porary refuge in a system that severely challenges teachers’ abil-
ity to give the best they have to offer, a system that erodes their
freedom to do what is best (and I am not even talking about the
larger principles of academic freedom here), a system that
disempowers teachers in a way that inevitably disempowers stu-
dents. Regardless of their teaching ability and dedication, with-
out the various forms of institutional support available to full-time
tenure-track faculty, part-time faculty’s students are shortchanged.
What kind of lesson does this cavalier disrespect for their in-
structors teach students? What kind of attitude can part-time
instructors have about an institution that disregards them to-
tally? Is it not, then, inevitable, perhaps only right, that instruc-
tors let their students know that their teaching and their students’
learning is not being supported.

Teaching is not an isolated act. It takes place in a commu-
nity. When part-time faculty do not acknowledge their status,
they are enacting an ideology that degrades them and their stu-
dents. I call this practice “adjunct passing.” Ultimately, of course,
the instructor is “there” less and less. Passing as a respected pro-
fessional is not only degrading to its practitioners but also to
others in the community who ignore it, tolerate it, or oversee it.
It serves to make the working conditions of adjunct faculty al-
most impossible to change. Furthermore, it also encourages stu-
dents to just pass. It validates students who are seriously
disinterested, unwilling to speak up, in school only for the de-
gree, and suspicious even of that.

Students, increasingly courted as paying customers but unclear
about their roles in a future society and unsure that the creden-
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tials they are getting are going to help them, are more and more
alienated from the process of education. (Shumar, 1997, pp.
174-75).

By invoking “passing,” a metaphor from the experience of Afri-
can Americans, I do not equate the struggles and sufferings of
part-time faculty with this group; rather, I mean to reveal some
of the structures involved in disempowerment and some of its
insidious effects on those who participate in it, even in the acad-
emy, whether they be part-time faculty, full-time tenure-track fac-
ulty, or academic administrators.

Americans seem to be ill equipped to deal with class analysis
or to assume political identities when they have mobility and can
escape the situation. Only in extreme cases, when there are over-
whelming numbers of exploited individuals with no mobility, have
labor movements been successful. The new temporary workforce
of struggling “consultants” has not identified itself yet as a co-
herent group; nor can it without help. The intrinsic problem with
assuming an adjunct identity is that you can leave it or the insti-
tution in which you hold it. This situation reminds me of the
dilemma of Johnson’s protagonist in The Autobiography of an
Ex-Coloured Man (1927). The very fact that the protagonist can
pass as white dramatizes his experience, opens possibilities to
him, but it also creates his identity crisis.

Without understanding the problem of adjunct identity, we
cannot find the resolve necessary for action. Contingent and full-
time faculty have to make the first move that all twelve-step pro-
grams spell out. They have to acknowledge: “I am an exploited
worker—an accomplice in the commodification of knowledge.”
“I am a privileged academic benefiting financially from the work
of exploited colleagues.”

Maybe it is time for all of us to realize that the creation of
another class of faculty in higher education will not solve the
problems it is intended to solve. The shift toward the market
economy in universities does not make for a better or even more
profitable enterprise except in the shortest of terms. We are suf-
fering as much from what Shumar calls our perception of market
forces and their inevitable consequences (pp. 140—41). Further-
more, the current marketing of education and reliance on a tem-
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porary academic workforce in this process poses another prob-
lem. What happens to the “product” we are selling so well? Ac-
cording to Shumar, “Workers resist, consumers get bored, and
the product is criticized for lacking substance. Education in
America today is coming under increasing attack for not being
what it is imagined to be” (p. 141). It seems that there is much
more to facing the future of higher education than simply
commodifying what it produces and making sure it is packaged
attractively.

Market Forces

It is by now common practice to theorize the implications of the
late capitalist system of production, of post-Fordism in terms of
the Japanese model of industrial production, and of the influence
of corporate economy on academic institutions. Increasing in-
vestment in academic administration and dwindling allocations
for faculty and faculty support services is well documented
(Aronowitz, 1994; Nelson, 1997; Shumar, 1997). Most academ-
ics take such analyses and the effects they document for granted,
but we do so at our own peril. For instance, in The Invisible
Faculty, which examines part-time faculty from an administra-
tive perspective, Gappa and Leslie quote an anonymous part-
time faculty union leader to support their claim that the use of
part-time faculty is not a temporary phenomenon.

Part-time faculty are a modern fact of life and a useful flexible
resource. They are emerging as a rational alternative to the elite
institutions in a different kind of university that can extend itself
in less expensive ways to a greater'segment of society. Without
part-time faculty, we would still be an elite organization. If you
want mass education and modern access, the use of part-time

faculty is the model for how to do it. (1993, p. 110)

The question is what will be extended to the general public in a
useful way in the future. Will it be the work of knowledgeable,
secure faculty or will it be the efforts of harried, overworked,
temporary faculty who are unable to raise issues about their
working conditions because such political action might cost them
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their jobs? Though some see the advent of distance learning as
the greatest threat to the teaching profession, I would argue that
the greatest threat is our attitude toward teachers. Whether it be
in a virtual university or a traditional classroom, teachers’ ability
to teach remains the most important element in our educational
system. If we continue to devalue our teachers, all education will
suffer.

The models now being adopted to make education more ac-
cessible to more people, technologically and economically based
models, are for the most part neither good business measures nor
good academic practice; furthermore, they are causing a variety
of short- and long-term problems. As privileged tenured profes-
sors become less numerous and contingent workers become the
norm, academics find ourselves in the same situation that other
contemporary industrial workers find themselves:

At the most minimal level, Japanese style production requires
a type of cooperation between labour and management that
undercuts traditional trade union bargaining about the char-
acter of the work performed. Insofar as it also demands a dual
labour market, a structural division between core and tempo-
rary workers, it introduces a fundamental obstacle to effective
-solidarity action. (Foster and Woolfson, 1989, p. 60)

Furthermore, referring to corporate investment in the north of
England, John Foster and Charles Woolfson remind us that “any
move which weakens the bargaining power of labour will not
just undermine wages and conditions but also militate against
the longer-term social and political conditions for real economic
growth” (p. 61). Once the sense of a faculty as a community is
destroyed by the introduction of a two-tiered system, our ability
to produce a “superior product” is seriously jeopardized.

What academics must do is very similar to what workers in
the industrial sector must do if we and they are to resist the more
egregious effects of “corporate think.” As the authors of “Cor-
porate Reconstruction and Business Unionism: The Lessons of
Caterpillar and Ford” conclude, we must ensure

that all improvements in productivity are bargained and not
imposed; and that there is no introduction of a dual labour
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market (and subcontract labour). More positively, [we must gar-
ner] the wider political strength which can compel the state di-
rectly to counter the planning of corporate capital. (1989, p. 66)

We need state regulations that mandate the percent of part-time
faculty an institution may hire in proportion to the number of
full-time tenure-track faculty it employs. The only reason that
there will now be full-time faculty at the Bushwick branch cam-
pus of LIU-Brooklyn is that state regulations intervened. This
intervention changed what years of talking could not. If universi-
ties cannot take charge of their own houses, the state will need to
step in. '

We were able to mount a strike at LIU in 1994 because an
inexperienced chief negotiator for the university, working under
the direction of a contemptuous board of trustees, made the mis-
take of offering faculty a 1 percent raise. Before he could “nego-
tiate” a higher number, we called a strike. As soon as he offered
a 6 percent increase, the strike was over. The next time the con-
tract was up for negotiation (1997), the same negotiator was
wiser. He offered a 15 percent increase, 5 percent per year, over
three years. The negotiating committee had nothing to work with.
Our base of support was gone. Too many full-time tenure-track
faculty would have danced naked in the street had that sum been
quid pro quo for the salary increase.

Other issues bit the dust, including adjunct health care and a
carefully worked out system of raises that would give junior and
adjunct faculty proportionately higher raises than those awarded
to senior faculty who were earning close to six figures. Even is-
sues of interest to all faculty disappeared in the rush to accept
this offer (e.g., including dental care for tenured, tenure-track,
and senior part-time faculty in the health insurance package). In
addition to the raise it offered, the university administration sent
letters of misinformation about their money offer to faculty. This
tactic helped to end the 1994 strike, and it worked again in 1997.
In these letters, the administration reported that the union nego-
tiating committee had refused a 5 percent raise in starting sala-
ries—for no visible reasons. The reasons were perfectly visible.
The negotiating committee proposed that part of the raise of-
fered be used to achieve a more equitable pay scale for all faculty
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by initiating a step scale for raises instead of providing a 5 per-
cent increase across the board. The negotiating committee also
proposed that some of the funds be used to support adjunct health
care.

The administration represented the union negotiating com-
mittees’ proposals this way:

On April 30, 1997, the LIUFF gave to the administration com-
mittee a written proposal which proposes that those starting
salaries be increased by only 3%. We pointed out to the LIUFF
that we had offered C. W. Post 5%. Nonetheless, the LIUFF
insisted on the 3%. (Sutton, 1997)

Even educated people seem to find numbers magical. Indeed, many
faculty failed to even look at the adjective “starting” and were
incensed that we had refused a raise of 5 percent. We all knew
that the majority of the full-time faculty would refuse to strike
and that most of those who had said that fairness and not money
was their real goal would either stay away from the proceedings
or acquiesce quietly. This is not to say that lack of action by
faculty was the sole reason for the failure of these initiatives. The
union did not offer its membership compelling reasons and ex-
planations that moved them to action.

Unions need to take the high ground if they are to appeal
persuasively to their membership. Teachers’ unions need to give
new meaning to terms such as compensation and working condi-
tions. There is no ethically higher ground for a faculty union
than combating the exploitation and abuse of its members. Per-
haps if the issues of adjunct faculty were given the priority they
deserve, these unions’ efforts would be more successful.

Full-Time Tenure-Track Faculty
and the Crisis in Higher Education

In “Going Public,” Linda Ray Pratt recounts a fairly typical an-
ecdote:

I recall a faculty member in a state university declining to join the
campus union with the explanation that to join would be to say
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to the governor, “I am your employee.” Though he was about to
become a zero-percent-pay-raise employee of the state, his image
of himself as free of the muck of money and politics was more
valuable to him than the actualities of the job. (1995, p. 37)

Full-time faculty do not like to see themselves as workers, in-
cluding most of those who are part of a union. Countless times
faculty have informed me that they are more concerned with the
“issues” than money, but more often than not, their actions or
nonactions belie their words. Most experienced union partici-
pants know money is the bottom line, whether it is expressed in
terms of job security or the issues surrounding tenure.

Descriptions of full-time faculty’s reactions to the graduate
union strike at Yale are revealing. In reference to Yale faculty’s
reaction to the strike, Michael Bérubé writes: “The weight of
prestige in the collective faculty imaginary should not be under-
estimated here” (165-66). As insecurity about their imagined
prestige increases, so too does faculty’s need to preserve it, what-
ever the price. Toni Morrison draws our attention to the phe-
nomenon in her analysis of Willa Cather’s Sapphira and the Slave
Girl. Morrison describes the “mistress” not as mean and vindic-
tive but as desperate, as one

whose social pedestal, whose social spine rests on the pedestal of
racial degradation; whose privileged gender has nothing that el-
evates it except color, and whose moral posture collapses with-
out a whimper before the greater necessity of self-esteem, even
though the source of that esteem is a delusion. (1992, pp. 25-26)

When Morrison holds up a mirror to the operation of power and
its effect on ethical principles, the image she reveals looks all too
familiar.

Whether we are readers of Morrison or Cather or Gilman
(Herland, originally published in 1915), we see images of power
relations at particular moments in time, images that figure in the
movements of women and members of minority groups to be
treated fairly and equitably. These images give a sense of how
deeply full-time tenure-track faculty are invested in the status of
part time, adjunct faculty. Whether Yale’s faculty are distinguish-
ing themselves from other schools, or full-time faculty are distin-
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guishing themselves from contingent faculty, inequity and un-
fairness is the result. Higher education will suffer the fallout as
surely as our society suffers the injustices it has tolerated and
advanced.

At LIU, I argued for a proposal that called for the creation of
non-tenure-track “lecturer” positions that would serve as a form
of promotion for long-term, qualified adjuncts, in effect convert-
ing part-time lines to full-time lines. The plan was for these lines
to eventually become tenure-track positions, and in the mean-
time for them to have three- to five-year time limits.

I had a problem with both the arguments of those who op-
posed the creation of these positions and the hypocrisy of col-
leagues who espouse radical scholarly positions and turn their
backs on the implications of those positions for their everyday
lives. The argument that irritated me most was that the new “lec-
turer” position would create second-class academic citizens.
Higher education is already filled with faculty who are treated as
second and third classes. Those who advanced this argument seem
to regard the adjunct faculty already in their midst as either in-
visible or as members of some other species. Tenure-track faculty
who already rely on adjuncts to teach the majority of undergradu-
ate courses in higher education have not yet realized that aca-
demic freedom and tenure are what they will relinquish next.

Another argument I found frustrating was one that a radical
union officer offered to picketing faculty to persuade them not to
vote for adjunct faculty concerns during the 1994 LIU-Brooklyn
strike. The argument was that all part-time faculty had second
jobs and more money than full-time faculty. There were no fig-
ures or surveys to support this argument, except ones the Ad-
junct Association had produced that contradicted the argument.
Since the proposal the adjuncts had made would only have granted
the full-time contract to individuals who did not have full-time
jobs, the logic of this argument was hard to follow.

At LIU-Brooklyn, more real change has come through the
efforts of relatively conservative faculty or those from working-
class backgrounds than from the self-identified “radicals” at LIU~
Brooklyn. When push comes to shove, I have found many radicals
concerned with their self-interests and not with the common
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agenda, even when the common agenda involved “causes” they
espouse (e.g., health care for domestic partners).

Full-time faculty often fail to see that they are responsible for
adjunct faculty, and that ultimately, it is in their self-interest to
take part in this process.of changing not just the inequities asso-
ciated with part-time faculty work, but with the very direction in
higher education is moving. In Manifesto of a Tenured Radical,
even as Cary Nelson offers a level-headed view of the changes
that need to be made in higher education, he also offers part-
time faculty this cautionary advice:

Too many tenured faculty respond to the job crisis by wondering
whether they can get through their careers without having to
deal with it. Of course everyone concerned should press their
tenured colleagues to act, but I would not count on them to do
so. In any case, it is probably naive to imagine that a mass move-
ment for change will come from above rather than below. (1997,
p. 166)

Nelson’s advice is good and not so good. Nothing would have
happened so far if part-timers had not begun to empower them-
selves, yet the single most important reason that faculty have not
organized to resist overuse and abuse of part-time adjunct fac-
ulty is the distinction that is made between the goals and aims of
tenure-track and contingent faculty. The situation reminds me of
a moment from Rebecca Harding Davis’s Life in the Iron Mills.

In a visit by the owner and some companions to a mill, two
of the characters, Doctor May and Mitchell, engage in a discus-
sion. May, who does nothing about it himself, is disturbed that
although Mitchell understands how the degradation he has seen
prevents workers’ access to the finer things of life, he neverthe-
less maintains his distance from the problem: “Go back, Mitchell!
You say the pocket and the heart of the world speak without
meaning to these people. What has its head to say? Taste, cul-
ture, refinement? Go!” (1972, p. 38).

Mitchell responds by saying nothing.

He turned his head indolently, and looked into the mills. There
hung about the place a thick, unclean odor. The slightest mo-
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tion of his hand marked that he perceived it, and his insuffer-
able disgust. (p. 38)

When Mitchell finally speaks, he says, “It would be of no use. I
am not one of them” (38). Going on, he observes:

Reform is born of need, not pity. No vital movement of the people’s
has worked down, for good or evil; fermented, instead, carried
up the heaving cloggy mass. Think back through history, and
you will know it. What will this lowest deep—thieves, Magdalens,
negroes—do with the light filtered through ponderous Church
creeds, Baconian theories, Goethe schemes? Some day, out of
their bitter need will be thrown up their own light bringer—their
Jean Paul, their Cromwell, their Messiah. (p. 39)

Like Davis’s, my own purpose in this “aside” is both deadly seri-
ous and satiric. Creeds, theories, schemes are as much a part of
the part-time faculty mind-set as they are of their full-time counter-
parts. Though they often do not want to acknowledge it, full-
time faculty are already down here with us with their noses
sticking out of the mud. We need to acknowledge our mutual
interdependence—the presence of the others on the same boat—
or we will all sink. Where is that recognition that could begin to
mobilize coherence of action? For all intents and purposes, we
are the light bringers—“we,” part-time, non-tenure-track, full-
time, tenure-track, and graduate student teaching assistants who
must move together to ensure the integrity of higher education in
the United States today.

What Was Achieved at LIU-Brooklyn?

In the years after the 1994 contract, part-time adjunct faculty in
the LIU-Brooklyn union spent most of our time trying to make
sure that the contract spelled out the gains we made during nego-
tiations. The first copy of the new contract that we received con-
tained inaccuracies about part-time matters; none of them to our
benefit. A year before the 1997 contract negotiations, a new ini-
tiative was launched by one of the senior, most respected mem-
bers of the faculty. He called for equal pay for equal work in

~ 180 —

- 190



The Real Scandal in Higher Education

some form of prorated salary. Although his initiative renewed
interest in adjunct faculty concerns, most people who approached
me wanted me to denounce it as “unreasonable.” This faculty
member was listened to at first because he was critically respon-
sible for helping to save the university from fiscal crisis and shut-
ting its doors in the early eighties—a time very different from the
present one when enrollments are booming and classrooms are
overcrowded. Quickly, however, people wanted to dismiss his
arguments. It goes without saying that no counterproposal to
improve the lot of part-time faculty was offered. Without this
solitary faculty member, few people would have given adjunct
issues a thought. It would be naive to suppose that we could
have gained such a hearing on our own; once again the necessity
for faculty to work together to ensure just and equitable working
conditions was clear.

In many ways part-timers’ presence was responsible for ini-
tiatives in the LIU-Brooklyn union that would have been un-
imaginable without our demands. Full-timers used our demands
to create pressure for their own agenda, which was created as an
alternate to our demands. LIU-Brooklyn’s administration needed
to give somewhere. They created new full-time positions and wrote
the creation of these positions into the contract (i.e., forty new
positions for the 1997-2000 contract with the “intent” of creat-
ing ninety or more). This kind of contractual initiative and obli-
gation was unheard of before our plan to “convert” part-time
positions into full-time ones.

It is possible that the administration “intended” to do this
anyway, as they now contend. Nevertheless, introducing the pos-
sibility during contract negotiations heralded a new direction for
the union and how it might involve itself in university affairs. As
a result, the union’s interests are no longer confined to salaries
and tenure. They now include a new more proactive vision for .
the university. We began to change the health care provisions,
reversed lower wage increases for adjuncts.

Even when full-time faculty union leaders supported our
causes, faculty as a whole did not. For example, they did not
support the use of 1 percent of their 5 percent raise to provide
health care for adjuncts. It is their hearts and minds that must
change—be changed—if gains are to be made. Too many full-
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time fdaculty are suffering a siege mentality that refuses a sortie,
and this is something that can be changed.

There is a new spirit at LIU-Brooklyn, and that spirit is open
to taking on some of these challenges. Not only is the union more
proactive but also LIU-Brooklyn students are entering the dis-
cussion. They have published a special front-page story, dealing
with the abuse of part-time faculty, in the school newspaper,
Seawanaka. The administration needs now to rethink the argu-
ment, a long-time staple of union negotiations, that it must make
arrangements on the LIU-Brooklyn campus that match the ar-
rangements it makes on LIU’ two other campuses, even though
the faculty and students on those campuses differ in character
and needs from those on the Brooklyn campus.

Conclusion

By 1997, economic necessity, if nothing else, led me to move on.
After a summer of contract negotiations at LIU-Brooklyn in 1997,
I took up a non-tenure-track instructorship in a private college in
New Jersey that, of course, does not have a union. Ironies abound.
This position, though, is in many ways a delight. I am a teacher,
and for a brief moment I felt like a respected professional. My
ideas are accepted as contributions; that makes me a stronger
teacher. I feel a new burst of energy. I take on projects that I
would not have had time for before. Yes, this job is tenuous,
likely to last only two or three years. It is hard work, but it is
good work—work that restores me even as I do it. In the mean-
time Michael Pelias continues the good fight at LIU and keeps
me apprised. Perhaps after all his years of selfless work, one day
the LIU-Brooklyn union will see fit to recognize some portion of
his dedication.

I continue some things, too. I continue to be angry at how
the academy is unremittingly represented in the media. An article
by W. H. Honan recently appeared in the New York Times (Jan.
4, 1998) and presents the debate about higher education in po-
larized terms—downsizing an anachronism versus maintaining
the status quo. Not one mention of part-time faculty even ap-
pears in the article. I continue to worry about the proliferation of
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vitiated position statements such as the “Statement on the Grow-
ing Use of Part-Time and Adjunct Faculty,” recently published in
Academe (Jan./Feb. 1998).

For the AAUP or the CCCCs or the MLA to proffer guide-
lines for the proper use of adjunct faculty is meaningless. Now it
is time for departments, colleges, and universities to speak a dif-
ferent language—the language of action. Unfortunately, we have
come to the point where any action is better than no action. If we
do not act now, the corporate academy and “market forces” will
use the stranglehold we have given them to finish us off with a
flourish—all of us—graduate students at Yale, instructors in com-
munity colleges, tenure-track faculty in comprehensive universi-
ties. It is time for the “Brahmins” and the “untouchables”
(Academe, 1998, 57) to articulate common cause. Our very abil-
ity and power to speak is in question. Now is the time to ac-
knowledge our common cause and to recognize these facts: Most
students in higher education are now being taught by temporary
laborers. Higher education as we have known it in the United
States is gone. It is, however, reclaimable. To do so, we must
move—quickly, together.
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>

Faculty at the Crossroads:
Making the Part-Time Problem
a Full-Time Focus

KAREN THOMPSON
Rutgers University, New Brunswick, New Jersey

P art-time America Won’t Work.” That’s the bold and ambigu-
ous slogan on the poster in my office. It is intentionally am-

biguous. The Teamsters mean to convey two things: 1) that part-

time employment will not effectively run the country’s industries;
and 2) that these part-time employees may withhold their labor
in order to make that point. United Parcel Services (UPS) drivers
recently dramatized these messages to the nation with their suc-
cessful strike. Examining their situation may help us focus on
certain aspects of our own problems in higher education—and
may even hold a few lessons for us as well.

Many of us have noted parallels between the UPS strike and
growing trends in academic labor. Steve Finner of the American
Association of University Professors’ (AAUP) Washington office
circulated this statement from Peter King of the Los Angeles
Times:

In this highly visible strike . . . what seems to resonate the most
are union complaints about the proliferation and treatment of
part-time workers. It doesn’t take a subscription to the Wall Street
Journal to grasp what has been happening across the American
workplace. The UPS teamsters are fortunate that delivery work
can’t be farmed out to the Third World, that computers can’t
drive trucks. (August 10, 1997)

Responding to King’s statement, Finner commented: “58% of
the UPS teamsters unit are part-time, while 40-50% of all under-
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graduate courses are taught by part-time faculty. And computers
can and are teaching courses.” I’ll add that 43 percent of all fac-
ulty nationwide are part-time, and that figure is a conservative
estimate (NCES, 1993) since data for this constituency is seldom
kept systematically. One thing, however, is certain: that figure is

~going up.

There are a large number of part-time employees in our in-
dustry, and trends are clear: part-time faculty are replacing full-
time faculty—through attrition, if not directly—at a rate that
will do-in the teacher/scholar profession by 2030 if left uncor-
rected. Tenured faculty are not just losing ground to part-timers.
Full-time non-tenure-track faculty are on the rise, bringing the
percent of non-tenure eligible faculty to at least 60 percent
(NCES). Tenured faculty represent no more than a quarter of the
profession now. In a wonderful speech at the University of Cin-
cinnati, Amy Elder (1996) characterized tenured faculty as an
endangered species, concluding that the difference between the
dodo bird and the professor remains to be seen. Let’s heed her
warning.

We can agree there is a problem, but not everyone agrees
that it is really all that threatening. At an interdisciplinary Con-
ference on the Growing Use of Part-Time/Adjunct Faculty a couple
of weeks ago in Washington, a variety of papers reproduced the
spectrum of opinion.

A university president defended the use of part-timers by re-
lying on the need to keep costs and class size down while point-
ing to the wonderful contributions made by part-time faculty
(Adamany, 1997). This “administrative school of appreciation”
is a view frequently held by administrators, a view laden with
myths and false generalizations (e.g., most part-time faculty are
employed full-time and professionally someplace else). This is
the wishful-thinking view, attractive to shortsighted managers
who hope that part-time faculty will not count, even as they solve
the institutions’ financial crises. The concrete manifestation of
this resistance to acknowledging part-timers’ plight presented it-
self to me once at a statewide conference on the “problem of
adjuncts” in New Jersey. Dominated by administrators, this
seemed to be a meeting about how to continue to encourage ad-
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junct teaching without spending any money. The facilitator in-
troduced one session by telling us that we would discuss any- -
thing except financial concerns—giving coffee-mugs-to-adjuncts
was one suggestion that emerged during the discussion. The Uni-
versity of Phoenix and other institutions that virtually staff their
whole faculties with part-timers contribute widely to acceptance
of the view that adjunct faculties are well functioning and con-
tent—at least on the surface.

Some say the problem we’re addressing resides in the job
market; it is a problem of supply and demand. These folks say
“over-production”- of Ph.D.’s has created a buyers’ market for
universities. This view generally de-emphasizes or ignores the
erosion of full-time lines and the fact that every fall my part-time
colleagues and I are in high demand to cover courses—at the last
minute. Appealing to full-time faculty and administrators, this
view allows faculty the sense that they are making policy, the
illusion that they might redirect negative trends. The common
shortsighted response, proclaiming a need to cut back on gradu-
ate programs, will not only limit access to higher education, it
will also reduce the need for graduate faculty and the problem
will continue to snowball. There’s no escaping the real economic
problem involved here: labor exploitation. |

Another frequently held attitude revolves around subcontract-
ing, or outsourcing; this view sees a bifurcated (or trifurcated)
faculty where full-time faculty remain the “core,” while full-time
non-tenure-track and part-time faculty circulate on the margins.
Like the “administrative school of appreciation,” adherents of
this view believe that treating the marginalized with a bit more
respect (inclusion at meetings, office space, recognition) might
solve the problem. Judith Gappa and David Leslie, in their book
The Invisible Faculty, stress this type of approach. This view-
point, however, may easily degenerate into another form of wishful
thinking. Economic problems demand economic solutions.

A more likely, but even more threatening, scenario has been
put forth by Charles Handy of the London School of Business,
who predicts a “shamrock” model for the future. The first leaf of
his “shamrock” has administrators as the “professional core.”
He sees tenured faculty as a second leaf of “subcontractors” who
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can serve as “experts” that are “almost in the wings.” He sees
tenure as being restricted to a certain block of years with faculty
living portfolio lives, employed when needed. (Sounds marginal
to me.) The shamrock’s third leaf is the “independents” or “hired
help” as Handy says. These are the “temporary, part-time, semi-
skilled workers helping out at peak times.” (Gypsy scholars.)
Handy does not mention graduate students, but maybe they would
be the stem since they are the one workforce feeding all the others.
So there must be room on the margins for lots of folks (Handy
cited in Edgerton, 1993). The growth of the University of Phoenix
(“Drive Thru U,” as James Traub called it in the New Yorker)
whose employee structure closely parallels Handy’s model, should
warn us of dangerous trends ahead.

A more recent view develops the concept of the “faculty mem-
ber as bureaucrat,” a way of conflating administrators with pro-
fessors. The idea is to get faculty to see themselves as benevolent
managers able to make positive change in their new roles. This
faculty bureaucrat view, put forth by Richard Miller in his new
book, As If Learning Mattered, says there IS something wrong
with the big picture, but the best way to fix it is by infiltrating the
bureaucracy (rather than resisting) and manipulating from within.
This is a good way to help faculty see their ties to the administra-
tion as closer than those to other instructors. Examined from
another angle it might be seen as a divide-and-conquer strategy.
More intriguing than other distracting approaches, and perhaps
more variable, this view either presupposes a vigorous system of
faculty governance—something many of us have seen turn nearly
moribund—or some other more vital form of faculty organiza-
tion. Or, it may be likened to TQM (Total Quality Management)
approaches where the illusion of cooperative enterprises distracts
us from the problems at hand.

All of these views seem optimistic because they ignore the
exploitation of a growing sector of academic employees; they
deny the trend that full-time faculty are truly on the wane, and/
or they refuse to acknowledge cost-driven mismanagement of the
labor force by our institutions. By allowing this trend to con-
tinue, we insure the further decline of quality in higher education
while we abandon our responsibility as academic leaders.
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So Who Exactly Is Responsible?

The growing ranks of part-time faculty threaten to extinguish
altogether the shrinking numbers of tenure-track faculty in the
profession. Aren’t part-time faculty themselves contributing to
the general decline in postsecondary education with their lack of
commitment to the institution, their lesser credentials, their lim-
ited scholarship, and weakened morale? Even worse, their will-
ingness to teach under more-than-full-time workloads for what
barely approaches the minimum wage without any kind of fringe
benefits makes it more difficult to argue for increased compensa-
tion for regular full-time faculty, more difficult to resist efforts to
make health care premiums employee-paid. Add to these expla-
nations the fact that part-time faculty seldom identify themselves,
let alone speak in their own defense, and the result is a constitu-
ency begging for exploitation while dragging the whole profes-
sion down. We have all heard of individuals who are willing to
work for no pay at all, to satisfy their “calling,” or “to get a foot
in the door.” Where do they get the idea this is an apprenticeship
or the Peace Corps?

But maybe we should not blame the victims; part-timers are
the most powerless in this equation. They are so isolated and
marginalized, seldom meeting with colleagues and rarely included
in decision-making procedures at any level. More significantly,
they are part of a national trend toward contingent labor, where
downsizing has become the way of the world and Manpower,
Inc. is the largest private employer in the country.

What about the secure tenured faculty, complacently allow-
ing all this to go on, even contributing as they turn their heads—
or worse, as they administer writing programs? These are the
faculty who need someone to teach the low-level courses that
bore them. These are the faculty whose own salaries may depend -
on economizing someone else’s. They are the ones whose aloof
attitudes blind them to the plight of their own graduate students
and to the erosion of their own full-time lines. There are even
retirees, professors emeriti, who continue to teach postretirement
for no pay, further confusing the profession with volunteer work.

But wait a minute. Tenured faculty themselves are facing
massive cutbacks, loss of their traditional governance role, and
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aggressive attacks on academic freedom and tenure. The word is
out that regular faculty are sometimes held responsible for rais-
ing the funds for their individual salaries through outside grants.
They, too, are the victims of the corporate strategy.

So who is really making these decisions? Who is managing
these scenarios? Our administrators find part-time faculty to be
irresistibly cost-effective. How else could these savings be achieved
with such total flexibility? Administrators can solve their finan-
cial woes while making virtually no long-term investment. One
institution actually advertises for ESL instructors to work for a
term or two initially without pay as a kind of probation. These
are shortsighted managers par excellence: whittle down the per-
manent staff, increase outside contractors, and make sure you
take care of yourselves. Administrative costs are often the fastest
rising part of any university budget. In the Handy model, or at
institutions such as the University of Phoenix, administration
represents the most permanent portion of the budget. This is
particularly true where high-tech trends have kept capital costs
at a minimum, using distance education to avoid library pur-
chasing, building maintenance, on top of economizing through
low-cost adjunct teaching.

There’s probably another side to this story as well, but it’s a
case for someone else to make—about bad legislators, ineffec-
tual governors, inadequate state budgets, and diminished federal
aid. Education is supposed to be a priority for our government,
yet cutbacks continue, especially as economizing remains more
attractive than reenergizing. Government representatives have not
yet taken marginalized constituencies seriously. Perhaps they will
when adjuncts and part-time faculty become more effectively
organized—or when full-time faculty and their associations see
the self-interest in focusing on these issues. The point is—and it’s
an old point—if we are not part of the solution, we are part of
the problem. Let’s talk, then, about solutions.

I believe the centerpiece of any solution to the part-time fac-
ulty problem must be pro rata compensation. Removing the eco-
nomic incentive is the only way to prevent further erosion of the
profession and protect the quality of higher education. It is also
the honest way to acknowledge the contribution of part-time fac-
ulty. It is the only way to prevent part-timers from serving as a
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cheap labor force, to prevent regular faculty from being deval-
ued, and to prevent shortsighted administrators from taking ad-
vantage.

In addition, other parts of the solution would have to in-
clude professional treatment, a grievance procedure for resolv-
ing discrepancies, and a system of public accountability or
accreditation to support these standards. It is crucial that the
public—parents, students, taxpayers—be clearly informed of the
impact these policies have on education. Institutions that pro-
vide positive examples of implementing fair employment and
educationally sound programs must be publicly acknowledged,
just as violators of these policies are publicly criticized. This rec-
ommendation emerged last fall at the interdisciplinary Confer-
ence on the Growing Use of Part-time/Adjunct Faculty, and it
was reiterated in the Modern Language Association’s Report from
the Committee on Professional Employment (1997).

The economic incentive can be shifted. As Pierre Walker points
out, “If students and parents who pay tuition know which insti-
tutions guarantee stable learning environments by employing more
full-time tenured or tenure-track faculty members, they may well
choose to give their dollars to those institutions” (1998, B6).
Accreditation agencies must clarify their standards and imple-
ment them carefully. As a matter of fact, many of these principles
have already been included in a variety of policy statements. There
are the AAUP’s, the AFT’s, the NEA’s, the CCCC’s, the MLA’s,
and so forth. Getting them on to an action agenda must be the
next step.

We have many good ideas in these statements—academics
always do. The question is how do we get from here to there?
Perhaps the UPS Teamsters can offer us a few lessons.

First, everyone knows who the UPS drivers are—they wear
uniforms and drive matching trucks. Many of us know our indi-
vidual drivers, and they often know us by name. Is there any-
thing remotely like this situation among faculty? Some of us belong
to departments so large that we do not even know each other;
full-time faculty certainly often do not associate with part-timers;
students never know who’s who. This situation needs to be ad-
dressed with some consciousness raising.
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Consciousness takes slightly different forms depending on
whether you’re full-time or part-time. For part-timers, it involves
visibility—identifying yourself and your position to your students;
showing up at the meeting you were barely invited to attend;
speaking up at that meeting; writing letters to administrators,
editors, and so on. For full-time faculty, consciousness involves
sticking your neck out—discussing the issues openly with col-
leagues, raising these concerns at the meetings you already at-
tend, committing yourself to positions in writing. For everyone,
consciousness means we take this problem seriously—we move
it from the back to the front of our minds.

When UPS Teamsters went on strike, full-time employees led
the way with full-time and part-time employees working together,
with part-time issues right up there alongside full-time concerns.
The combination of high participation by part-timers in the strike
and the full-timers’ willingness to fight for part-time workers’
concerns was key to the strikers’ victory. This kind of unity, in-
ternal collegiality, means that full-time and part-time faculty need
to talk to each other. Yes, it can happen. Full-time faculty will
not catch the plague and part-timers will not be struck dead.
Once we talk to each other we might discover that we have com-
mon concerns, such as pricing part-time faculty out of the mar-
ket to save the profession and protecting the future of higher
education. When we talk, it becomes easier to initiate joint projects
and activities. Organizing for collective bargaining may be an
option, but even addressing the issues at forums or approaching
administrations together is extremely productive.

At Rutgers, internal collegiality was instrumental in the suc-
cessful creation of a new bargaining unit for part-time lecturers
in 1988. Full-time faculty supported our organizing drive; some
even participated by supplying lists of contacts and some just by
spreading the word. In whatever way full-time faculty participated,
their encouragement was key. As our organizing passed from an
overwhelming four-to-one election into a three-year protracted
struggle for a first contract, support from the full-time faculty
continued. Still, other outside forces needed to be mustered.

External collegiality involves making alliances. Faculty at
research institutions have important bases of unity with TAs/GAs
and post-docs, as well as part-time faculty. At Rutgers we have a
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unique situation: Full-time faculty and TAs/GAs share the same
bargaining unit. Common ground also exists between faculty and
support staff, unionized or not, where having the same employer
and participating in the same institutional mission brings us to-
gether. Alliances with students and their organizations make it
possible to counter the myth of tuition-salary trade-offs, while
reemphasizing the central purpose of our work: educating stu-
dents. Again, at Rutgers, we forged many of these alliances
through contract struggles, but also around other university con-
cerns: tuition hikes, administrative priorities, and student democ-
racy. We attended and spoke at student rallies. Students came to
our media events, and we developed important connections. Once
alliances are established the challenge is to sustain these relation-
ships, making them part of faculty’s regular organizational work.

Beyond the institution, there are crucial coalitions to be
forged, with other public interest organizations in the state, with
parents in communities, alumni, and legislators. These are more
difficult constituencies to reach. At Rutgers, for instance, writing
to every corporate contributor was easier than sending letters to
the alumni. But parents and taxpayers might well be the crucial
constituencies to reach. They want to know how their money is
being spent. Public opinion about professors is at an all-time low

“and as Stanley Aronowitz warns in his article “The Last Good

Job in America”:

We know that the charges against us—that university teaching is
a scam, that much research is not “useful,” that scholarship is
hopelessly privileged—emanate from a Right that wants us to
put our noses to the grindstone just like everybody else. So far we
have not asserted that the erosion of the working conditions for
the bulk of the professoriat is an assault on one of the nation’s
more precious resources, its intellectuals. (p. 108)

If we are to refute such charges and stem the assault, we must do
it in alliance with students, parents, and communities who un-
derstand what is at stake. Coalitions of this sort make for exter-
nal collegiality. UPS drivers built theirs based on the solid,
long-term relations they had developed with their customers as
well as the Teamsters’ ties with other unions. For us coalition-
building means working with students as well as other campus
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bargaining units. Graduate student employees may be the crucial
players here: as both students and employees. Perhaps that is
also why they are the most actively organizing sector in academia
today. They are in the unique position to bridge the gaps be-
tween faculty, students, staff, parents, and so on.

Finally, the UPS strike was an example of sustainability—the
willingness to persist. The UPS Teamsters were prepared to stay
out, to walk their picket lines for as long as it took. Likewise, we
must have the determination to continue raising these issues for
as long as it takes to redress them. We have to send a message
that clearly indicates we are neither giving up on nor giving away
our institutions. I can think of no other single factor that has
influenced the success of part-time faculty at Rutgers more than
insistently pursuing our goals. The opposition hopes we will tire,
or retire, in the face of endless obstacles and delays. We will not.
Our willingness to persist, however, must also include a willing-
ness to renew—to revise our structures and strategies to adapt to
a changing world, to bring younger faculty into the leadership of
our organizations, and to reexamine and revise our comfortable
and traditional approaches.

Almost ten years ago, Carolyn Heilbrun, who combines aca-
demic work as a professor with popular work as a writer of detec-
tive fiction, offered some good advice to many of us in her memoir
Writing a Woman’s Life. That advice applies more than ever today:

Many of us who are privileged—not only academics in tenured
positions, of course, but more broadly those with some assured
place and pattern in their lives, with some financial security—are
in danger of choosing to stay right where we are, to understand
each day’s routine, and to listen to our arteries hardening. I do
not believe that death should be allowed to find us seated com-
fortably in our tenured positions. . . . Instead, we should make
use of our security, our seniority, to take risks, to make noise, to
be courageous, to become unpopular. (1988, pp. 130-31)

Consciousness, collegiality, and constant renewal, or more sim-
ply visibility, unity, and persistence. It sounds like a group of
citizens organizing to defend the future and not relying on their
institutions to do it for them—and that’s just who we have to be
and what we have to do. :
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CHAPTER EIGHT

s\%)

How Did We Get in This Fix?
A Personal Account of the Shift to
a Part-Time Faculty in a Leading

Two-Year College District

Joun C. Lovas
De Anza College, Palo Alto, California

oted into existence forty years ago, the Foothill-De Anza

Community College District has always tried to lead. In 1962,
Time magazine described Foothill College as “a mountaintop
among U. S. junior colleges—the fastest growing segment of
U. S. higher education.” Founding President Calvin C. Flint said,
“Some junior college has to be the prototype of what a junior
college can do. Why not Foothill?” (p. 56)

Four years earlier, in September 1958, announcing the thirty-
four full-time faculty that would meet its first classes, the Moun-
tain View Register-Leader noted “more than a third of the faculty
has doctors’ degrees while the state junior college average is 10
percent.” The article also reported that “the largest number of
instructors (6) are teaching in the field of English.”

After describing some of the new full-time faculty, the Regis-
ter-Leader article reported further:

Twelve part-time instructors will augment the Foothill faculty.
They will teach in the evening along with 13 instructors from the
day faculty. The part-time evening instructors will teach prima-
rily in the fields of electronics and engineering and are being drawn
from Sylvania, Lockheed Missiles Systems Division, Hewlett-
Packard Company, Ampex Corporation, and Stanford Research
Institute.
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In 1998, as I write this essay, | am serving as interim dean of
Language Arts at De Anza College (founded in the same district
in 1967) with a full-time faculty of 48 and a part-time faculty of
109, assigned to teach writing, reading, speech, literature, and
two fields that did not exist when Foothill opened in 1958: tech-
nical communications and English as a second language.

The work of researchers in higher education creates a con-
text for these data. Jack Schuster reports that for all of higher
education the proportion of faculty members who are part-tim-
ers grew from 22 percent in 1970 to 44 percent in 1997 (1997,
- p. 2). Judith Gappa and David Leslie note that in some commu-
nity colleges 60 percent of all faculty are part-time. In one dis-
trict they studied, the humanities and communications division
had 31 full-timers and 130 part-timers (1993, p. 112).

While increasing numbers of part-time faculty across
postsecondary education are well documented, the use of part-
timers in community colleges is not so well documented and even
less well understood. Although Teaching English in Two-Year
Colleges (1974) presents excellent profiles of three note-worthy
community colleges (Forest Park, in St. Louis; Hinds, in Missis-
sippi; and Staten Island, in New York City), and gave substantial
attention to issues of gender and race, no reference was made to
part-time faculty in the “Staff” descriptions in any of these pro-
files. Presumably, the numbers were not great and the status of
part-time faculty was not an important departmental concern in
the community colleges described. A

Since Foothill opened in 1958, the junior college has become
the community college, and a variety of two-year institutions-have
remained the fastest growing segment of higher education. The
federal government has established the Hope scholarship pro-
gram to put a two-year college education in reach of every Ameri-
can who seeks it. And technology institutions, such as those from
which Foothill drew its first part-time faculty, have fueled the
information revolution, pioneering the transistor, the silicon chip,
the personal computer, and the Internet.

Focusing attention on particular geographic and local set-
tings, studies such as Judith Gappa and David Leslie’s The Invis-
ible Faculty (1993) and D. Sharon Miller’s 1992 dissertation,

e 207



MOVING A MOUNTAIN

The Impact of the Preponderance of Part-time Faculty on the
Mission of the Two-Year College, contribute to a needed body of
knowledge about the two-year college and how it is staffed. Gappa
and Leslie base the conclusions they draw about part-time faculty

. in the two-year colleges on data collected only from community

colleges in New Jersey, Ohio, and Florida. Miller bases her discus-
sions on her survey of a group of Arizona community colleges.

In this essay, I hope to contribute to our need for a fuller
understanding of this complex issue in higher education—the
overuse of part-time faculty in the two-year college—by offering
a detailed account of the experience of a large and nationally
recognized California community college district. How did Foot-
hill-De Anza Community College go from relying almost entirely
on full-time faculty to teach English to a circumstance where
currently more than 50 percent of all sections of English at my
college are taught by part-time faculty? To describe the shift, I
examine patterns and trends in this district, one that has been
part of the educational engine that created Silicon Valley (Stanford

University, University of Santa Clara, and San Jose State Univer-

sity all played critical roles). I draw on a number of local data
sources and reconstructed memory. My own participation in these
developments will be the focal point of my discussion of the im-
portant forces impinging on Foothill and De Anza that have led
to a transformation of these institutions and their teaching fac-
ulty. My information and perspective come from serving in a
variety of roles in the early years of my professional life in the
Foothill-De Anza Community College District: assistant chair of
my division, president of the American Federation of Teachers
local union, chief negotiator for faculty salaries and benefits
precollective bargaining, and chair of the constituting meeting of
the exclusive bargaining agent elected by the Foothill-De Anza
faculty. It goes without saying that this account has both the
strengths and limitations of personal narrative. Others would no
doubt tell the same story differently.

My narrative supports a number of claims about how the
current excesses and abuses in part-time hiring and assignments
developed. In my telling, I will demonstrate the following points:

& The basis of the excessive use of part-time faculty lies in a
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complex set of arrangements in which taxpayers and legislators,
college boards and administrators, and full-time faculty have
strong vested interests.

¢ A strong faculty union that includes all teaching professionals
provides the best mechanism to bargain for equitable pay and
benefits.

¢ Improvements in working conditions for part-time faculty are
most likely to come when part-time faculty themselves organize
and advocate in a variety of professional organizations.

o Effective state legislation establishes a framework for address-
ing these issues, but requires funding mechanisms to support
improvements.

@ The situation remains largely a zero-sum game (shifting inad-
equate resources among various categories of employees and
programs) until the public at large, especially the voting tax-
payer, can be convinced that the quality of higher education de-
pends on maintaining a full-time professoriate.

Foothill-De Anza Community College District:
Changes in Teaching Faculty

Demographics have become a cliché for explaining every social
and economic phenomenon of the last several decades. Even still,
shifting demographics in northern Santa Clara County seem a
key to understanding what happened at Foothill-De Anza and, I
think, at most two-year colleges in America. They also explain,
in part, how I came to join the Foothill faculty, and later, the De
Anza faculty.

In the early 1960s, community leaders of Palo Alto, Los Al-
tos, Mountain View, and Sunnyvale projected great economic
development in Santa Clara County. They also saw the children
of the baby boom moving through their school systems. Twelve
years old in 1958, the first baby boomers would reach college
age in 1964. Foothill hired over fifty faculty in 1964, matched
that number again in 1965, and approximated it in 1966. De
Anza opened in 1967, with the Foothill faculty dividing itself to
provide the core faculty for De Anza. Today, enrollments have
outstripped all projections. The campuses were conceived to serve
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about 5,000 students each. Now De Anza alone serves 24,000
students, or about 13,000 full-time equivalent students.

Gappa and Leslie note one development that occurred as the
sheer numbers of the baby boomers outran the planners:

Community colleges, overwhelmed by growing enrollments and
diminishing budgets, and remaining faithful to a tradition of open
access, were forced into increasing use of part-time faculty be-
yond any reasonable limit or plan they might have had. (p. 128)

At the same time that the baby boomers arrived at college
age, two significant political developments shaped the demand
for higher education. The Vietnam War produced a new wave of
veterans with veterans’ benefits. The civil rights movement trig-
gered soul-searching throughout higher education about what
was then called “institutional racism” and, more recently, “struc-
tural barriers to the success of minority students.” Numerous
outreach and support programs, including forms of affirmative
action that have now become commonplace were initiated in
community colleges in an effort to increase both access and suc-
cess for categories of students that barely existed in 1968.

In addition, various forms of continuing education for adults,
including adults with baccalaureate degrees and higher, became
an increasing part of the community services mission of colleges
such as at Foothill and De Anza. Some of these programs were
supported by a special community services tax that community
college districts could levy against property owners. Others were
supported by the general operating funds, which were comprised
in roughly equal measure of income from local property taxes
and state funds approved by the legislature. Therefore, initially,
community colleges had access to resources that could accom-
modate some, but not all, of their rapid enrollment growth.

Almost concurrently, the sharp increase in high school gradu-
ates produced by the baby boom had been augmented by veter-
ans (usually in their twenties, but older than high school graduates),
growing numbers of post-baccalaureate adult learners, and newly
recruited minority students, especially African Americans and
Latinos. In Mountain View, we also saw the beginning of a trend
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that would later become significant in our district, Southeast
Asians (especially Vietnamese) locating near Moffett Field, a Naval
air station. The aftermath of the Vietnam War would trigger a
wave of refugees and immigrants that also impacted Foothill and
De Anza. By 1998, De Anza enrolled over 2,400 Vietnamese
American students.

Shifting to Part-Time Faculty

As early as 1968, I began to observe practices that spurred the
shift to a heavy reliance on part-time faculty. Full-time hiring
began to level off at the same time community colleges were
motivated to expand their offerings to serve a variety of new
constituencies. Very often, new programs were located off cam-
pus, in community centers, downtown storefronts, or local el-
ementary and high schools. They were offered at times and places
less attractive to full-time faculty, who preferred a compact sched-
ule on campus. Thus, a pattern was established: expansions of
programs were staffed by part-time faculty. Gappa and Leslie
report similar experiences at other community colleges (e.g.,
Cuyahoga Community College) (1993, pp. 208-9). This approach
to staffing meant less risk to the colleges. If a new program did
not generate the expected enrollment, it could be canceled. The
part-time faculty member would be paid for meeting one or two
classes and let go with no further obligation on the part of the
college. Another practice that developed at this time took advan-
tage of part-time hiring to enable cancellation of courses with
low enrollment. If a full-timer were teaching a course with low-
enrollment, the course could be cancelled, the full-timer reas-
signed to a section originally assigned to a part-timer, and the
part-timer could be dismissed. In an Arizona district, Miller re-
ports that part-time faculty generated 57 percent of the instruc-
tional effort but were allocated just 27 percent of the instructional
salary dollars. She adds:

Based on salary alone, a student credit hour generated by full-
time faculty cost $126.83 while one generated by part-time fac-
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ulty was done so at a cost of $49.33 per SCH. In other words,
the cost was 2.57 [times] more for full-time faculty than for part-
time faculty. (1992, p. 103)

Very quickly, college administrators saw part-time faculty as
the key to institutional flexibility. At first, this might just have
been in staffing marginal off-campus classes in the community.
But state-funding practices also encouraged this kind of “flex-
ibility.” In California, community college funding is based on
“Weekly Student Contact Hours” or WSCH (pronounced
“wish”). From year to year, the legislature would make changes
in the funding formulas or in the maximum level of funding per-
mitted. As long as community college districts had local-taxing
authority, colleges could react to change in the levels of state
funding by seeking an increase in local taxes.

When those increases were modest, local taxpayers were will-
ing to vote for higher taxes. However, the wave of baby boomers
hitting higher education coincided with, perhaps even encour-
aged, developing taxpayer rebellion movements. The countercul-
ture activities and social activism of many students and some
faculty created resistance in both voters and some political lead-
ers, not the least of whom was California’s governor, Ronald
Reagan. My personal suspicion is that these developments were
interrelated, though I do not know how to demonstrate that.
Whatever that connection may be, the pattern is fairly clear: the
baby boomers started entering colleges in the mid-sixties and by
the early seventies, sources of funding for higher education were
overwhelmed. In California, the community colleges lowest
members of a three-tier system of higher education (University
of California, California State University, and California Commu-
nity Colleges), were the least effective at lobbying the legislature.

When the state economy slowed down and reduced state rev-
enues, community college funding remained static, often failing
to meet inflation increases. However, increased reliance on the
property tax by both K-12 school districts and rapidly growing
community colleges created pressures that led to a statewide tax-
payers’ revolt in the form of Proposition 13, passed in 1978.
This measure essentially eliminated the power of local boards to
levy tax increases since a 2/3 vote was now required.
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These competing pressures came together in the mid- to late
1970s: rapid increases in enrollments, rising inflation that under-
mined faculty and other employees’ buying power, flagging tax-
payer support for education. Where did flexibility lie? In hiring
part-time faculty at rates that approximated 40 percent of the
salary paid full-timers, and without benefits? Enrollment increases
could be accommodated, salary increases that kept pace with
inflation could be provided for full-time faculty, with no increase
in the tax rate. This solution accommodated the three interest
groups with the most influence on institutional decision making:
the voter-taxpayer, the college board and administrators, and the
full-time faculty. Part-time faculty had virtually no voice in deci-
sion making at any level.

Institutionalizing a Part-Time Faculty
in California’s Community Colleges

Since the mid-1970s, California community colleges have been
structurally dependent on the hiring of part-time faculty. The
system could not function, its mission could not be carried out, if
part-time faculty work was limited to the original conception of
it: some specialists from local industry would offer specialized
courses in the evening.

Decisions to rely heavily on part-time faculty did not come
from strategic planning; rather, a set of economic-and social pres-
sures impinged on the colleges, and decision makers managed
those pressures by taking the line of least resistance. That may
explain why current discussions about over-reliance on part-time
and adjunct faculty seem so full of rationalization. No one thought
through the long-term implications of this approach twenty-five
years ago. We just did it.

How did faculty, especially part-time faculty, respond to these
developments? Let me offer a series of anecdotes that suggest, on
a personal level, how these policies played out and how they
have led to some formal ways of limiting the worst of the prac-
tices.

In 1967, in my third year of teaching at Foothill, I was named
assistant chair of the Language Arts Division and primarily assigned
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to hire, schedule, and evaluate part-time faculty to teach in evening
and newly developing off-campus classes. The San Francisco Bay
area attracts many professionals, including many academics. It
was commonplace for me to arrive at my office hours to find a
prospective part-timer waiting for me, résumé in hand. No ap-
pointment, no call in advance. At least twice, candidates seeking
work accosted me as I left my classroom.

One way for an aspiring candidate to get a foot in the door
was to propose a unique class that might appeal to some segment
of students. Candidates would pitch their special course (I can
remember one in Latin in Translation, another in Native Ameri-
can Poetry) and make their case. Often, we would schedule the
course. If it drew twenty or more students, the candidate had a
job. If not, we canceled the class. In the late sixties, Children’s
Literature became extremely popular. We kept adding sections,
until one spring we offered five sections at various times and
places. We had overreached. Two were canceled. No matter. The
cancellations did not affect full-time faculty load, and the college
had no expenses to speak of—certainly none that were identi-
fied. .

Paradoxically, the growing reliance on part-time faculty co-
incided with the development of increased power for two-year
college faculty in California. The pattern of development of fac-
ulty organizations in Foothill-De Anza is a case in point. It in-
cludes most of the ways faculty groups have attempted to control
conditions of their work.

In the early days of Foothill College, salaries, benefits, and
working conditions were handled through a relatively informal
process. The superintendent-president, business manager, and two
other top-level administrators would meet with several faculty
appointed by the president of the faculty association (primarily a
social entity, but also a device for establishing leaders who could
speak for the faculty as a whole). This group was called the Fi-
nance Committee. The committee would hold weekly meetings
in late winter and early spring with no formal agenda. The super-
intendent and business manager would describe current financ-
ing conditions—prospects in the legislature, growth in property
valuation, effects of current tax rates—while faculty members
would talk about the importance of maintaining excellence, the
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pressures of inflation, and the need to stay in the forefront of
salaries and benefits. Very often, these meetings had the flavor of
bull sessions—Ilots of free-flowing talk, especially from the col-
lege leadership. Many faculty felt constrained from speaking
frankly in these sessions.

Just in time for the annual faculty-recruiting season, an ad-
ministrator on the committee would say something such as “I
think we’re talking about 4.5 percent this year.” And that would
be the salary increase recommended to the board of trustees. As

best I could tell, administrators used these discussions to get a

feel for faculty concerns and to probe for what would get rela-
tively broad support. Nothing even resembling a negotiation ever
occurred. The superintendent-president was fond of the “fam-
ily” metaphor, and it was often invoked during these meetings.
As the head of the Foothill family, he would let everyone know
the current situation, and then decide what was best for all con-
cerned.

By April 1970 a somewhat more formalized process had
evolved. In a memorandum from the Faculty Finance Committee
to the District Finance Committee, the opening paragraph con-
cludes: “We have enumerated these proposals in terms of priori-
ties; but we feel that all of the items are of utmost importance in
budget considerations and hope that they will be swiftly adopted
and implemented.” (As you can see, such rhetoric is not the lan-
guage of bargaining.)

The following list includes the seven proposals in order of priority:
1. Cost of living (using the Federal CPI, from March to March)

2. Sabbatical leave (shorter term to qualify, higher pay while on
leave)

3. Summer school (equal pay for equal work, we argued)

4. Career pay (increasing an incentive award for those at the top

of the schedule)

5. Professional salary schedule (a proposal to improve pay
beyond COLA)

6. Work experience pay (crediting work experience for place-
ment on the salary schedule)
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7. “Because we recognize the policy of ‘equal pay for equal
work,” we believe that evening school salaries should be
improved to a percent of contract basis as soon as financially
feasible.”

I quote the last proposal in its entirety since it addresses pay
for part-time faculty. From this remove, two points strike me.
We used the word “policy,” as though this principle was already
agreed to. It certainly was not practiced anywhere I knew about.
The other point is that several years later, after collective bar-
gaining and formal contracts were established, we did achieve
the “percent of contract basis” for part-time pay. So while this
proposal had the lowest priority in 1970, by 1980 it had been
bargained for successfully. To provide context, the salary sched-
ule for 1969-70 provided a range from $8,240 for a teacher with
less than a master’s degree and no teaching experience to $16,160
for a teacher with a doctorate and twelve years of experience. An
additional six years of experience could earn a professor in good
standing an additional $600 per year in incentive pay.

The early impulse to establish formal faculty organizations

to represent faculty interests (e.g., pay and working conditions).

did not come primarily from dissatisfaction over the existing situ-
ation. Foothill faculty had comparatively favorable teaching loads

and consistently placed statewide in the top five for salaries.

However, the paternalistic style of decision making rankled many
faculty, most of them in the humanities, and most of those in
English. These faculty wanted a more formal structure, one that
would allow conversations to take place on a more equal footing.

As a first move, in 1965 faculty formed the Foothill Aca-
demic Senate, an entity recently authorized in the Education Code,
as two-year colleges began adopting governance structures more
like those of higher education and less like those of K12 schools.
The senate became the formal body for faculty participation in
academic governance at the college. In general, the senate would
appoint faculty representatives to college committees that pro-
vided for such participation. Significantly, part-timers were not
included in the senate.

Even then, the Education Code included a provision intended
to limit over-reliance on part-time faculty. The code specified that
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noncontract faculty (part-timers) could not be assigned to more
than 60 percent of a full teaching load in a given year. By
implementing this code, the legislative intent was to prevent hir-
ing faculty full-time at part-time pay rates. Should a district as-
sign an instructor to more than 60 percent of a full workload,
the instructor could claim a full-time contract based on the per-
centage taught. Thus, if a college assigned an instructor 72 per-
cent of a load, the instructor had a legal claim to a regular contract
at 72 percent of a full workload . When a group of faculty filed a
class action suit under this provision, community college districts
fought the issue in court and lost. Known as the Peralta Deci-
sion, the court ruling affirmed that exceeding the 60 percent rule
earned a faculty member a contract based on full-time pay (Peralta
Federation of Teachers, 1977).

Several dozen faculty in California received these Peralta con-
tracts. But the institutional response was not to reduce reliance
on part-time faculty. Rather, elaborate information systems and
administrative procedures were instituted to insure that part-time
faculty did not exceed 60 percent of a full load. Here is an ex-
ample of substantial costs incurred to monitor the work of large
numbers of part-time faculty that simply are absorbed in the over-
all cost of administration. At Foothill-De Anza, a district-wide
data base of all part-time faculty was created. Division deans
and other schedulers had to regularly monitor assignments. Be-
cause the 60-percent rule applied to districts, and not to indi-
vidual colleges, multicampus districts had to track assignments
in all departments and on all campuses. Many colleges adopted
conservative assignment policies, limiting all part-timers to 50
percent of a full load, to allow for a fudge factor when “errors”
in assignments were made. In fact, in English at Foothill and De
Anza, a full load of composition courses comprised eight five-
quarter-unit courses. Four such courses added up to 50 percent.
One more course put the instructor over 60 percent, so the effec-
tive limit became four courses per year. This fact alone required
hiring more part-time faculty. For example, if one hundred sec-
tions of composition per year are taught by part-time faculty,
twenty-five different instructors must be hired. If each could teach
five sections per year, only twenty instructors needed to be hired.
The administrative costs of interviewing, hiring, training, and
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evaluating those extra five instructors are simply absorbed into
general operational costs. I am not aware that any college at-
tempts to identify these costs separately.

Because part-time instructors could teach in more than one
district, the only way most could earn a living wage was to teach
in two or three separate districts—these instructors are now widely
known as “freeway fliers.” In the late sixties, I recall a conversa-
tion with a young man I had hired to teach two sections of com-
position at Foothill College. He expressed great frustration with
teaching—and appeared exhausted. As we talked, I learned he
was teaching, concurrently, seven sections of English composi-
tion at four different colleges. Not surprisingly, he left teaching
the next year. '

In 1966, the superintendent-president proposed a work sched-
ule in which faculty could be assigned to teach on Saturdays and
raised some academic freedom issues about text selection. These

‘proposed policies led a small group of faculty (most of them in

English) to form Local 1676 of the California Federation of Teach-
ers (AFT, AFL-CIO), with heated opposition from both adminis-
trators and many faculty. Only about twenty faculty joined Local
1676. This action triggered a number of organizational responses.
By 1968, Foothill and De Anza faculty issues were repre-
sented by various groups: the Foothill College Faculty Corpora-
tion, a chapter of the California Teachers Association (CTA); Local
1676 of the California Federation of Teachers; the Foothill Aca-
demic Senate; and the De Anza Academic Senate. Not many fac-
ulty understood just how each group represented them. The most
aggressive group was the small union local. They competed with
CTA for memberships. CTA offered a range of financial services,
especially a convenient credit union and insurance plans. While
CTA had no special provisions for part-time faculty, the Novem-
ber 1971 edition of the AFT local’s newsletter made this offer:

ATTENTION PART-TIME FACULTY

Since there now may be more part-time certificated employees
than full-time in this district, it is time they be given an opportu-
nity to be represented by a professional organization. For this
reason, the Union Council has recommended to the membership
that a part-time dues rate of $35.00 per year ($3.50 tenthly) be
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established for part-time teaching faculty. [The dues for full-time
faculty were $65.]

All part-time teachers—day, evening, Saturday, extended cam-
pus—would be eligible for Union Special Services programs and
all other benefits of membership. To provide proper liaison and
communication, a representative of part-time members would
be appointed to the Union Council.

This effort to organize part-time faculty did not sit well ei-
ther with district leaders or with the majority of faculty leaders.
The following year, while president of the AFT local, I worked
with a chemistry instructor, who had been awarded a Peralta
contract for 75 percent of load, to survey all part-time faculty
about issues of concern to them (e.g., whether they preferred part-
time work to full-time work; whether they would accept full-
time employment if it were offered). We received over 150
responses; over 60 percent of our respondents indicated they pre-
ferred full-time teaching. My efforts to present this material to
the district board of trustees was sabotaged by the new district
chancellor (a title upgrade from superintendent). While I met all
the deadlines required, he held the item for “consultation” so
that it would not appear formally on the agenda. His action forced
me to present the results of our survey more informally in the
Oral Comments portion of the board meeting.

Most instructive about this incident was that the following
fall, the chancellor conducted the district’s first official survey of
part-time faculty. By framing their questions differently and get-
ting a much larger response, the administration were able to claim
that only about 30 percent of part-timers sought full-time em-
ployment. Even today, these figures vary widely from discipline
to discipline. It is nearly impossible to find a full-time teacher for
many computer languages. The same has long been true for real-
estate courses. On the other hand, about 80 percent of humani-
ties part-time faculty indicate interest in full-time assignments.

While this initiative, by a small group of AFT faculty, to sur-
vey part-time faculty was widely criticized and initially resisted,
later a variation of it became institutionalized. The initiative taught
those of us involved an important lesson: Success comes not just
from raising an issue in dramatic terms, but from persistent fol-
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low-up, from ensuring that the issue remains in front of decision
makers. At this time, we also began to learn lessons that other
groups of organized workers in education had learned earlier.

For example, in 19685, the California legislature adopted the
Winton Act, which created an entity called the Certificated Em-
ployees Council. The K-12 schools regularly used this device,
but it was rarely used by community colleges. The council gave
“meet and confer” rights to faculty organizations on a propor-
tional representation basis. Collective bargaining was not yet le-
gal for school districts in California, so the “meet and confer”
process was the only legally defined means for a faculty to ad-
dress issues of salary and working conditions. Although the board
of trustees could still adopt policies unilaterally and no bilateral,
binding contracts need result, the board had to meet with faculty
representatives.

Partly as an organizing device, and partly as a hedge against
a new chancellor, the AFT local invoked the Winton Act. While
Senates could not compete for seats on the Certificated Employ-
ees Council (CEC), the other four organizations competed for
the nine seats. When it became apparent that all salary and ben-
efit proposals would be developed by the CEC and discussed with
the chancellor in that framework, the deans of the evening col-
leges on both campuses encouraged a group of experienced part-
time faculty to form their own organization: Faculty Association
for Continuing Education (FACE). In 1973, the hundreds of part-
time faculty who joined FACE qualified the group for three of
the nine seats on the CEC, which now reéflected five faculty orga-
nizations, none holding more than three seats. The presence of
FACE representatives on the CEC led to more emphasis on im-
provements in part-time faculty working conditions.

Collective Bargaining at the Local Level

In 1975, SB 160, the Education Employment Relations Act, es-
tablished the legal framework for faculty in K-12 schools and
community colleges to choose an exclusive bargaining agent and
to negotiate binding contracts with boards of trustees. In this,
the final year of the CEC, the group was chaired by a part-time
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faculty member, a real estate instructor who proved a very skill-
ful negotiator. Even more important, the FACE group provided
critical support in the collective bargaining election that took
place in the 1976—77 academic year when the faculty of the two
colleges decided to elect an organization of their own construc-
tion rather than to affiliate with state and national teachers’ or-
ganizations. In spring 1977, the Foothill-De Anza Faculty
Association (FA) was formally constituted and sought to negoti-
ate a contract.

Formulating membership provisions in the new bargaining
agent was controversial and sensitive. Some college districts of-
fered part-time faculty membership on a fractional basis. Some
districts asked part-time faculty. to form bargaining units sepa-
rate from full-time faculty, in effect pitting one group against the
other. After considerable debate and wrangling, the Foothill-De
Anza FA constitution included part-time faculty on a full-voting
basis regardless of their teaching load. The FA could go to the
bargaining table knowing it represented every faculty member
hired in the district. The dues structure was constructed on a
sliding scale, based on salary. Thus senior faculty paid dues of
well over twice what junior part-time faculty paid. This structure
has proven durable and resilient. The FA continues to keep sala-
ries and working conditions among the most desirable in Cali-
fornia, and part-time faculty serve in critical leadership positions
in the union.

Where the first contract negotiated at Foothill-De Anza in
1978 ran about five pages, the most recent contract, titled “ Agree-
ment between Foothill-De Anza Community College District and

the Foothill-De Anza Faculty Association, July 1, 1995-June 30,

1998, has 198 pages. The regular participation of part-time fac-
ulty in decision making and the imperative to serve that large
portion of its membership has led the FA to negotiate these pro-
visions in the contract:

1. Pay from a salary schedule that takes into account both formal
training and previous teaching experience. Additionally, a stan-
dard provision of the contract establishes that any cost-of-living
increase negotiated will be routinely applied to the part-time
faculty salary schedule, ensuring that part-time salaries, though
lower than full-time, do not fall further behind due to inflation.
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. While part-time faculty are not eligible for tenure, the contract
does provide “reemployment preference” to all who have com-
pleted five quarters of satisfactory teaching. These reemploy-
ment rights are based on seniority, so that part-time faculty who
have served the longest will first be offered assignments (after all
full-time assignments have been made).

. Part-time faculty may be bumped from an assignment by a full-
timer before a term begins, but deans may not bump a part-
timer after the term begins without incurring a costly penalty
(50 percent of pay in the first week, 75 percent after that).

. Part-time faculty required to attend staff meetings, serve on pro-
fessional committees, or participate in co-curricular or extracur-
ricular activities of the college must be compensated on an hourly
basis keyed to the part-time salary schedule.

. A federally required choice among three retirement programs:
FICA (social security), STRS (California’s teacher retirement sys-
tem), or PARS (a district-sponsored alternative retirement plan).

. After six quarters of employment, part-time faculty are provided
one day per quarter of personal necessity leave. Sick leave accu-
mulates at one and a half days per quarter.

. While full-time faculty have preference for summer session teach-
ing assignments (not part of regular teaching load), part-time
faculty have some rights of preference.

. Part-time faculty with reemployment preference are eligible for
funding from the Professional Conference Fund to meet expenses
of attending professional meetings.

. Part-time faculty with reemployment preference who teach at
least 50 percent of a load get medical insurance on a partially
subsidized basis and at rates based on the entire employee group.

These provisions mean that Foothill and De Anza part-time
faculty receive higher pay than at any of our neighboring col-
leges. Most part-time faculty say the working conditions are bet-
ter here than most other two-year colleges in the area. Yet the
situation remains a far cry from “equal pay for equal work.”
The 1995-96 part-time schedule represented 70 percent at the
low end and 55 percent at the high end of the full-time schedule.
And since “part-time temporary faculty” [the term used in the
contract] can teach no more than 60 percent of a full load, earn-
ing power is further constrained.
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In the fall of 1998, part-time faculty from a number of Cali-
fornia districts initiated a new statewide organization for part-
time faculty. Veterans of working district by district to improve
conditions, these faculty now believe they must also establish a
clear and independent voice statewide. This development fits my
claim that improvements are most likely to come when part-time
faculty organize and press their concerns themselves.

Collective Bargaining at the State Level

Bargaining for an agreement in each district can bring real im-
provements, but legislative action creates the context in which
bargaining can take place. In 1972, the Community College Coun-
cil of the California Federation of Teachers persuaded an assem-
blyman to introduce a bill requiring equal pay and job security
for part-timers to the California legislature. However, success did
not come until 1988, when AB1725, the community college re-
form act, was adopted. The landmark provision of that legisla-
tion established that full-time faculty should teach 75 percent of
the total hours of instruction offered by a community college,
the so-called 75-25 law. The initial legislation provided incentive
funding for districts to move toward that ratio. For three years, real
improvements were made. Then, a California recession dried up
funding, but the colleges kept hiring part-time faculty.

Part-time faculty continue to make progress in securing im-
proved working conditions, albeit slowly. Recently, legislative
action authorized payment for one office hour per week per course
taught for part-time faculty. On the face of it, this seems a signifi-
cant improvement. But the legislation simply authorized local
boards of trustees to establish such an arrangement through the
bargaining process. The state will provide 50 percent of the cost -
of compensating the faculty member, but no money for construct-
ing office space to hold the office hour. The Foothills-De Anza
FA has reached tentative agreement for part-time faculty office
hours in its current round of contract negotiations. Legislators
can tell their constituents they have responded; the colleges and
their faculties, however, still must expend considerable effort and
allocate their limited resources to implementing the practice.
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While incremental gains are important, they do not signifi-
cantly influence the situation. Underfunding of the colleges re-
mains at the root of the problem. The current president of the
Community College Council of the California Federation of
Teachers, Tom Tyner, emphasized this point in an E-mail to Tom
Nussbaum, Chancellor of the California Community Colleges.
In order to reach that 75 percent mandate, Tyner advocated sup-
port for a bill that would add two thousand full-time positions
to the California community colleges for each of the next five
years: “California’s community colleges have a legal mandate to
reach 75%/25% full-time/part-time teaching hours, yet the sys-
tem is at an all-time low of 58%/42% currently.”

Tyner argued further:

The 2000 jobs in AB1714 will cost around $60 million, given
the cost of salary + benefits minus the cost of the part-time fac-
ulty positions that the new jobs would replace. It is not going to
be inexpensive to begin reversing a part-time hiring pattern that
has continually escalated for over twenty-five years, but if we
don’t bite the bullet now, the situation will soon deteriorate be-

yond control. . . . there is certainly money . . . to finance AB1714.
(E-mail, February 6, 1998)

Changmg the equation will require a sea change in the usual
faculty administration-trustees approach to this issue. The lead-
ers of each group too often duck their own role in the current
situation, preferring to lay blame on another group. All commu-
nity college leaders—as well as those in other segments of higher
education—must see that their own long-term self-interest will
be served by persuading the voting public that funding quality
higher education should be at the forefront of every policymaker’s
agenda.

The complexity of this issue requires that several avenues be
pursued simultaneously and persistently. To that end, I suggest
five areas for action:

1. Governors, legislators and trustees must be made aware of
the significant threats to quality in this massive shift to part-

time teachers. Campaigns must be mounted among students,
parents, and business leaders to support significant new fund-
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ing to improve the quality of undergraduate teaching. As part
of those efforts to improve teaching, full-time jobs and sound
accountability measures must be the cornerstones of the new
funding.

2. Create new coalitions among the range of professional
organizations, including faculty senates, faculty unions, and
discipline-specific associations to inform the public and the
civic leadership of the deleterious consequences of creating a
part-time teaching workforce in higher education. The Con-
ference on the Growing Use of Part-Time/Adjunct Faculty,
held in Washington, D. C., in September 1997, provides one
good starting point for these efforts. Since funding decisions
are primarily at the state level, national organizations need
to encourage coalitions between state affiliates and the other
groups lobbying on behalf of funding improvements for higher
education.

3. Equally important, and probably more difficult, promot-
ing cooperation among all institutional types (universities,
state colleges, small liberal arts colleges, community colleges,
proprietary postsecondary schools) will be critical. The cur-
rent environment encourages simply shifting new growth to
institutions most likely to use low-paid, part-time staffing.
Developing extension and distance learning programs that
rely excessively on part-time faculty will undercut the argu-
ments for establishing new full-time positions. Whatever state
body holds responsibility for coordinating the various seg-
ments of higher education should be pressed to take leader-
ship on these issues of promoting a high quality, fully
professional faculty in every segment.

4. In the process of developing these efforts at public educa-
tion, professional groups must clarify the goals of their ef-
forts. Here are some possibilities:

(1) every class taught by a full-timer or former full-timer (those
who retire, job share, or voluntarily seek a reduced assign-
ment), except for visiting scholars, writers in residence, spe-
cial expertise;
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(2) every class taught by a full-timer or permanent part-timer;

(3) California’s goal of 75 percent of all classroom hours taught
by full-timers;

(4) supplementing full-time tenured faculty with a new class of
nontenured full-time, full-pay faculty.

To be effective, all professional groups engaged in improving
teaching conditions for part-time faculty will need to estab-
lish common ground and common purposes.

5. Finally, at the local level, faculty within a college or de-
partment can make real improvements. Once we recognize
the reality that large portions of instruction are presented by
part-time faculty, each of us can take steps to insure that
students get the same quality of instruction and the same
access to their instructors, regardless of that instructor’s
employment status. Sharing office space with a part-timer,
offering informal mentoring, insisting that all departmental
communications reach every faculty member, regardless of
status, and arranging department support services convenient
to part-time faculty are actions within reach of every full-
time faculty member.

In all of these efforts, teaching professionals must focus on
the central issue: insuring that all qualified students in any Ameri-
can university or college get the opportunities and challenges they
deserve.
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or over ten years, several times each quarter, a group of li-

brarians and lecturers—nontenured and nontenurable fac-
ulty at the University of California at Santa Barbara—have gath-
ered late on Friday afternoons. Collectively, these are the for-
mally elected officers of the University Council of the American
Federation of Teachers (UC-AFT) local executive board. Similar
locals meet on each of the eight campuses of the University of
California system. We meet to figure out what can and should be’
done about the following such questions:

¢ Who has and who has not written articles for the Local’s quar-
terly publication, the Forward

& Where can we find another student recruiter to help get more
lecturers and librarians to join the Union

¢ What is the time line for starting a grievance against the UCSB
administration for unilaterally declaring that lecturers shall get
Nno more merit raises

Over the years the people on the executive board have
changed. Some participate for a year or two, some for three or
four, a couple for more than ten years. The issues change con-
stantly. Some have been insignificant; some have gone to the heart
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of working conditions for lecturers and librarians. Always the
intent of the board has been to oversee and protect the labor
rights of lecturers and librarians as stated in the UC-AFT con-
tract (the Memorandum of Understanding or MOU) as it is de-
fined through ongoing negotiations with the statewide
administration of the University of California.

At meetings of our local board, we are regarded, by our
younger colleagues, as old hands. Tingle was present at the in-
ception of the union; most of his “leisure” time, from 1983 to
1986, was spent in union meetings, walking the campus, distrib-
uting flyers, knocking on doors, and posting notices. He contin-
ues to recollect with amazement the fear unionizing seemed to
provoke among members of the Senate Faculty, some of whom
indicated they no longer felt free to speak to him (as if he were a
spy), and among his colleagues. Kirscht joined the union in 1988,
served as president of the local from 1991 to 1993, and as south-
ern vice president for the statewide organization from 1993 to
1996. For Kirscht, working with the union has represented a
baptism by fire into the institutional workings of the university.
While she swung, at times, between anxiety and terror, the expe-
rience increased her confidence that unions can make a differ-
ence. If freedom is, as Hegel said, the recognition of necessity,
then Tingle and Kirscht, in union work, have recognized a neces-
sity and exercised a freedom.

Our purpose, however, is not to recount our personal experi-
ences but to explain why lecturers of the University of California
system unionized, to discuss how unionization affected the de-
velopment of one UC writing program, and, most important, to
show how unionization has affected the ideals and self-concepts
of lecturers working in a large research university system. Lec-
turers are hired to teach within institutions where research is
valued above all else and where status, among those who do re-
search, is measured by how few classes one teaches. The teach-
ing-centered professional interests of composition lecturers simply
do not coincide with the interests of the research institution. The
result is an invisible wall, as real and as corrosive as any class
barrier, between those who teach (particularly those who teach
“skills” rather than “content”), and those who conduct research.
Those who teach skills are, by definition, temporary, needed only
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to remediate students’ deficient high school education and not
considered bona fide members of the university community.

Unionization has taught us this hard lesson. Few of us started
our academic careers believing that universities operated with
values similar to those of Dow Chemical. Most of us yearned for
the protected environments higher education seemed to afford.
Working with the union, however, has shown us that for
nontenurable faculty, the university has values no different from
any other corporation. Lecturers enjoy less job security than re-
searchers, than staff, than groundskeepers—all of these workers
are considered more central to the mission of the university than
those who teach writing, elementary math, or beginning foreign
languages.

The iron law governing the employment of lecturers, and all
“temps” for that matter, has been and always will be economics.
We are not privy, of course, to the university’s official thinking
on the issue, but a look at the prevailing economic conditions of
the late seventies suggests why the university began to use the
lecturer hiring category. By 1979, the halcyon days of indefinite
expansion that had characterized the fifties and sixties were over.
The university, constrained by drops in state revenues after the
passing of Proposition 13, which limited property tax revenues,
began to tighten its belt. But the belt was hard to tighten. The
system was “tenure-heavy.” This heaviness, in turn, hampered
“programmatic flexibility.” Students, meanwhile, voting with their
feet, flocked to universities and to departments within universi-
ties most likely to enhance career prospects. Departments of busi-
ness-economics bloomed; classics wilted.

The hiring of faculty under the rarely used job classification
of “visiting lecturer” appears to have been a short-term solution
to these problems. Theoretically the classification might allow
quick hires for departments like business-economics in need of
persons to teach accounting, and quick fires, once the exigency
passed. In practice, while departments across campus made use
of the classification, pools of lecturers began to form, especially
in English departments, where writing was taught and in the lan-

.guages where instructors were needed for introductory courses.

In 1979, the UCSB English department had three or four visiting
lecturers; by 1984 it had fifty, most of whom were on 100 percent
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nonemergency one-year renewable appointments, all teaching
eight classes a year exclusively in the freshman writing sequence.

While the university administration viewed the use of lectur-
ers as a response to a short-term economic need, these faculty, in
fact, were meeting long-term educational needs that the tradi-
tional research faculty had little interest in or competence to fill.
Theorists in economics were not accounting teachers, theorists
of French literature were not language teachers, and theorists in
English literature were not composition teachers. While lecturers
were increasingly hired as professional educators, the university
administration remained wedded to a view of lecturers as satisfy-
ing a short-term economic need. This view was perhaps rein-
forced by the fanciful notion that, if suddenly and for no apparent
reason the quality of entering students dramatically improved,
there would be no need for teachers at all.

Lecturers were hired on what were officially described as one-
year “self-terminating” contracts. “Self-terminating” meant the
university legally did not have to give cause, explanation, or rea-
son should it decide not to renew a contract. Indeed, one strict
interpretation of “self-terminating” suggested that the university
neither had to give cause nor did it have to tell the lecturer that
his or her contract had not been renewed. If a lecturer did not
receive a new one-year contract, he or she would make the logi-
cal inference that the contract had “self-terminated.” An instruc-
tor receiving a contract had to keep in mind the self-terminating
nature of the contract and its term limitations; after one had re-
ceived eight such contracts, one would never receive another. In
1983, the university reduced the number of such contracts one
could receive from eight to four. This became known as the “four
years and you are out” rule.

The imposition of this ceiling was the trigger to the unioniza-
tion of lecturers in the UC system. In 1983, the American Fed-
eration of Teachers took this “rule,” at its own expense and at its
own initiative, before the California Public Employee Relations
Board, (PERB), the state appointed board of lawyers and judges
that hears all labor disputes. The board ruled the policy illegal
(University Council, 1983). In the predownsizing world of 1982,
the board, whose experience was mostly in labor law, could find
no rational reason for firing a competent instructor to be replaced
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by another person with no experience, only because the experi-
enced person had served four years. This decision taught the lec-
turers of the UC an important lesson: the university’s employment
practices were not considered rational beyond the walls of the
ivory tower and the courts were willing to face off with the uni-
versity. In the years that followed, we saw this lesson repeated
over and over.

In 1983, on the basis of this widely publicized victory, the
AFT ran for and won ratification from the vast majority of lec-
turers as the official representative of all lecturers in the UC sys-
tem. After two years of arduous negotiations—during which the
university denied the need for trained teachers and claimed lec-
turers were not faculty—a contract was hammered out (FOR-
WARD, 1). The hammering was done on the university side
primarily by a former labor organizer, to whom the university
paid $70,000 a year, and on the AFT side, by four lecturers pro
bono. Because the university would allow no release time for the
lecturer negotiators, all, under the stress of work and biweekly
negotiating sessions, were warned by their personal physicians
to drop out of the negotiating team before they irreparably dam-
aged their health. For others who follow this road to unioniza-
tion, we would add a second lesson: never try to bargain with the
university without both legal and union professionals at the table.
The imbalance of power and experience at the table resulted in a
final contract that was probably among the weakest ever pro-.
duced in the history of American labor.

Despite its weaknesses, however, that first contract initiated
changes in lecturers’ and librarians’ lives. Though lecturers traded
away, for example, the right to strike, the contract did spell out
in clear and enforceable detail that lecturers, after six years of
one-year self-terminating contracts, were eligible to be reviewed
for three-year contracts. If a lecturer was judged excellent in the
three categories of teaching, professional development, and pro-
gram service, he or she would receive a three-year contract, re-
newable indefinitely as long as the lecturer continued to perform
at a level of excellence and, most important, as long as the posi-
tion for which he or she was hired continued to exist. If the lec-
turer did not pass the performance review, he or she was severed
from the university and could not be rehired at that campus.
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This key article of the MOU, it was hoped, would satisfy the
university’s fear that unionization meant the retention of inferior
personnel while insuring those who did pass the review a reason-
ably stable professional life.

Without the union, without the contract, without the possi-
bility of job security for lecturers, the Santa Barbara Writing Pro-
gram as it now exists would not have been possible. Though the
lecturer faculty had been growing for years, the teaching of writ-
ing was still considered an occasional occupation for graduate
students in English. No program and no sense of the teaching of
writing as a distinct and professional enterprise had developed
or could have developed under preunion circumstances. The in-
terests of graduate students and the department in which they
worked rested with literature. Nor would the “floating bottom”
of lecturers on one-year self-terminating contracts have afforded
the kind of personnel necessary to establish a permanent pro-
gram. The self-interests of persons on such contracts would and
should lie with their personal and professional futures and not
with a writing program from which they would be fired in four
years. The contract and the possibility it presented of extended
employment made possible a convergence of self-interest and
program development.

This is not to say that unionization alone made program
growth possible. Though it was an essential brick in the edifice, a
number of other factors were at work also. In 1984, before the
contract but not before the prospect of unionization had reared
its head, the English department created the position of co-chair
in charge of lecturers and the writing sequence, which at that
time was a two-quarter first-year sequence (three quarters for
those who did not pass the UC assessment exam). The position,
moreover, was given to the only person in the department with
professional expertise in writing, and an office was constructed
in the English complex to house this person. Lecturers received
their mail in the English department mailroom, but their mail
slots were separated from those of the tenured and tenurable fac-
ulty by a large orange strip. :

The creation of the position of co-chair, the new office, and
the orange strip suggest Max Weber’s iron law of bureaucracy
was already at work. The situation was being “rationalized.”
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Oranges and apples, the law holds, cannot be kept in the same
container; lecturers in composition and the tenured faculty in
literature were apples and oranges. Unionization in 1986 drove
home that fact. The possibility that lecturers might be in place
for an unpredictable number of years meant that they might be-
gin, willy-nilly, to exert a degree of influence on department af-
fairs, even though they were allowed to serve on no department
committees. Moreover, the instructor review process instituted
by the contract would drain the resources of English department
staff and possibly the time of English department faculty. In a
scene Weber might have predicted, lecturers arrived at work one
morning in 1988 to find that their offices and mailboxes, along
with their chair, had been moved to another floor.

Though it would take five years, an external review, an inter-
nal review, and the report of a Senate Faculty committee to turn
the de facto separation of the writing program from the English
department into an institutional reality, it became clear far sooner
that this “rejection” by the English department was another es-
sential brick in the building of an autonomous program. During
that period, the English department chair continued to sign the
contracts of lecturers, but the everyday reality was one of separa-
tion and independence. The co-chair, with the assistance of lec-
turers, ran the daily affairs of the program. Committees were put
in place, one for each of the different writing courses taught, and
lecturers served on the central administrative committee.

Less dramatically, but significant still, lecturers lobbied for
and eventually acquired a telephone in each office, albeit with
two and sometimes three people on the same extension. They
obtained developmental grants for the study of pedagogy. One
group of five lecturers, dubbed the “ videocell,” used their grant
to videotape their classes; over the course of a year, biweekly
discussions of pedagogy followed. Eventually, the group produced
an instructional video, wrote and published two articles. Lectur-
ers, as a whole, began to subscribe to the journals pertinent to
the discipline of composition, and (usually at their own expense,
since they were denied access to travel money) they attended and
presented research at professional conventions. Buoyed by the
contract and the possibility of security that it afforded, lecturers
in the late eighties began to view themselves as participants in a
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professional discipline and to build the foundations of an au-
tonomous program, which was officially recognized in 1991.

While under the institutional control of the English dpartment,
the writing program faculty saw themselves as serving the needs
of the English department, as teaching what the English depart-
ment faculty did not want to teach, and as serving as training
faculty for English department teaching assistants. Granted rela-
tive autonomy, the program began to assert its own definition.
New lecturers, for example, were hired for their education and
teaching experience, and the program began to see itself as serv-
ing the general student population. “Service” ceased to be a dirty
word; indeed, the writing program became one of the few places
on campus where teaching was the primary value.

This evolution occurred, however, without the blessings of
the institution and was not bloodless. Indeed, the signing of the
first UC-AFT contract in 1986 marked the beginning of a four-
year court battle between the union and the university. In 1987,
when those lecturers who had already served six years came up
for the first performance reviews under the contract, the
university’s strategy became clear. On three campuses (Los Ange-
les, Santa Barbara, and Santa Cruz) they denied that the posi-
tions held by all but a handful of the eligible lecturers were needed,
insisting that new appointees could fill them just as well. The
Santa Barbara administration justified its action as the need for
“fresh blood.” Though it was not clear whether this referred to
the need for a transfusion (understandable on a “tenure-heavy”
campus) or a good meal, this interpretation of “need” essentially
eviscerated the contract. On the Santa Barbara campus, ten of
fourteen lecturers were denied review. Clearly the university had
set up a quota.

The UC-AFT immediately filed “Unfair Labor Practice”
charges against the UC administration on two'campuses, Los
Angeles and Santa Cruz, adding Santa Barbara to the list a year
later (University Council, 1987/1988). The ensuing four-year le-
gal battle over the words “long-term need” could not have been
carried on without the extraordinary endurance and commitment
of the executive director (who was himself a lecturer who had
been denied review) and the council president, a lecturer in the
speech department at UCLA. Collaboration with the librarians

— 225 —. o
239



MOVING A MOUNTAIN

also proved invaluable, for they provided stability during those
rocky years. Though they had battles of their own, no such battle
threatened their professional existence as the attacks on lecturers
did. They, as we were fond of saying in those days, “had real
jobs.” Equally important was the necessity of belonging to a large
nationwide union. The AFT and CFT (the California branch of
the AFT) paid two-thirds of the legal costs of that and other
battles. Though the University Council has recently come to
question the fit between the AFT and the interests of UC lecturers,
the lecturers could not have carried on their initial battle with
the university without the funds afforded by the national union.

As the court battle dragged on, the novice union members
became seasoned veterans. At both council and local levels, lec-
turers learned to read labor contracts and file grievances. The
lessons learned during this period may save other nascent unions
a good many casualties. Most important, locals learned not to
give up in the face of the weak contract. The locals that filed
grievances against their administrations, whether or not they
thought they could win, kept their programs fairly well intact
simply because the administrators knew they would be challenged.
Where there was no one to pay attention or no one willing to
fight, programs were decimated. Giant though it is, the university
of California behaves differently when it knows it is being
watched.

Furthermore, union boards learned that the system has two
Achilles’ heels. First, granted almost total autonomy by law, the
UC does not like outside public agencies (like PERB) meddling in
its affairs. Its claimed need for “academic freedom” was truly its
most powerful weapon against contract restraints; however, the
union members present felt that by using that weapon indiscrimi-
nately to thwart every request for commitment to its teaching
faculty, the administration conveyed the attitude of being unac-
countable to anyone, including the court.

Second, the university does not like adverse publicity. Cam-
pus units that made sure their local presses and radio stations
received news of mass firings, or mass refusal to review lecturers
for three-year appointments, made sure their administrative of-
ficers had to face the press and explain their actions. Universities
are loath to appear as less than model employers or as less than
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fully committed to the education of the public’s children. The
university, the union found, would far rather deal with the lec-
turers than explain to the public why they were firing experi-
enced teachers simply because they had served competently for
SIX years.

The years 1989-91 marked a watershed in both the
systemwide union battle and the local struggle of the UCSB Writ-
ing Program. In 1989, the court decided in favor of the UC-AFT
in the Santa Cruz and Los Angeles cases, and the UCSB program
review committee of the Academic Senate recommended grant-
ing autonomy to the writing program. The administrative law
judges of PERB stated the university had not made a case that
there was any “programmatic need” (academic freedom to es-
tablish and eliminate programs) to deny lecturers review for three-
year contracts. According to the court, the fact that the university
could not see changes in need into the indefinite future was not
sufficient cause to deny three-year need, and that the university’s
ability to change programs was sufficiently protected by the ex-
isting contract (University Council, 1987). After an offer to settle
with the union on weaker terms aborted, the university appealed
the- decision, promising another long delay. Nevertheless, the
message was clear: the courts were not sympathetic to the
university’s case.

On the local front, the recommendation of autonomy and
the subsequent granting of that status by the UCSB College of
Letters and Science had a profound effect on the writing pro-
gram. Free of its institutional tie to the English department, it
could now address its university-wide function. Under the lead-
ership of its own lecturer with security of employment (a tenured
position), the faculty set about writing its own program goals.
By faculty committee consensus, it replaced the literature-based
courses with a writing-across-the-disciplines approach to com-
position instruction, while spreading the two quarters’ required
sequence across the four years and developing upper-level writ-
ing courses in academic and professional specialties. It initiated
new relationships with other campus departments by linking its
introductory-level courses to general education courses across
campus and in the engineering school. It gained the right to ac-
cept or reject graduate student teaching assistants from the
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English department based on their performance in composition
and to require training in composition as a condition of
employment. In addition, the program began to recruit teaching
assistants from departments other than English. In 1993, it earned
the right to review its own personnel cases. After ten years of
struggle, composition lecturers had finally won the right to have
their performance judged by their peers, rather than by faculty
with no knowledge of composition.

In 1991, with the Santa Barbara case still pending at PERB,
the UCSB administration made its last effort to deny the need for
long-term lecturers, refusing to review two writing program fac-
ulty. The UCSB local, through the council, filed a new “Unfair
Labor Practice” charge (University Council, 1991). Throughout
the court years, the leaders of the UCSB local had argued that,
where educational program goals depended primarily on lectur-
ers, continuity was necessary to create programs of academic
excellence. This argument seemed eventually to gain credence
with administrators. The granting of autonomy to the UCSB pro-
gram was, of course, a great boon to this argument. Whether the
program had indeed helped prove the case or whether the
systemwide administration had simply lost confidence in its abil-
ity to win at PERB, they offered to settle both the old and new
charges out of court. When their original offer to simply save the
two lecturers’ positions was refused, they accepted the union’s
demand for a real policy change. They stated simply that (at the
UCSB campus only) if the courses formed a permanent part of
university requirement and were taught primarily by lecturers
that would constitute “need” for a long-term position and entitle
the lecturer to review. Thus ended the “needs” battle at UCSB.
At this one campus, at least, the need for long-term lecturers to
fulfill on-going needs of the university became an accepted fact
of life. Both UCSB lecturers and administrators have enjoyed five
years of relative labor peace. One attempt to deny merit increases
to lecturers was turned back by PERB (University Council, 1994),
but most grievances have been settled at the local level. Though
such settlements were not ideal, they have wrought small im-
provements in the working lives of lecturers and in their institu-
tional identities. For example, lecturers have also won nonvoting
seats on faculty legislature committees and service on these com-
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mittees has afforded invaluable opportunities. Lecturers have
become more visible to their senate faculty colleagues and more
knowledgeable about the intricate and sometimes arcane work-
ings of the university administration.

This radical change, of course, would have been impossible
had the UCSB administration not accepted the settlement and
acted in good faith in the ensuing years. This has not been the
story on all campuses. When the appeal decision was handed
down on the original cases, the university won back some ability
to deny review for economic reasons, and writing programs at
some of the other campuses did not weather the court battles as
well as Santa Barbara. The structure of the campuses, the loca-
tion of the writing programs and the administrations’ attitude
and strategies also varied. At some campuses there were not
enough lecturers to provide a critical mass. In short, the reasons
for the uneven results were not monolithic, though California’s
economic crisis of 1990-96 surely played a major role on all
campuses. On the Santa Barbara campus, the writing program
now numbers twenty-three full-time lecturers, rather than fifty,
and the library has lost some twenty positions.

Much of the turmoil can be laid at the door of the university
regents’ chosen method of dealing with California’s recent eco-
nomic crisis. Basically, the regents bailed out the system with
retirement funds, offering repeated “golden handshakes” to se-
nior faculty in order to hire cheaper, younger faculty. This thrice-
repeated technique decapitated departments all over the system,
leading to a desperate scramble for positions and recruitment
monies. In this scramble, the “soft money” used to hire lecturers
and librarians diminished. Cost-of-living salary increases for lec-
turers and librarians, which had traditionally been the same as
for tenurable faculty, were “decoupled” to free funds for recruit-
ing. The librarians, whose contract came up for negotiation first,
fought valiantly against this amendment and won some measure °
of equity back; nonetheless, the salary gap has certainly widened.

The University of California behaves more and more openly
like the corporate giant it is. Harvesting enough funds for super-
science faculty and labs means hiring more and more part-time
temporary faculty to fill the holes left in the classrooms. Further-
more, new titles are appearing on faculty rosters; at UCLA, 40
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percent of the undergraduate classes are taught by persons with
“visiting” and “adjunct” titles, suggesting that new classes of
temporary faculty are being created. The union is currently ex-
ploring the nature of this new “hidden” faculty and its contracts.
But the very capacity of the university to invent new hiring cat-
egories for “temps” may make the relative stability of union
membership and three-year contracts look more attractive to
academic faculty than it has in the past.

Against this backdrop, the UCSB Writing Program continues
a steady, if somewhat schizophrenic, growth. On the one hand,
the writing program now offers a minor in professional writing,
and an external review panel of composition experts found the
program “cutting edge.” On the other hand, the program has
lost its quarters to a much smaller unit because those in charge of
space during major remodeling forgot that the program existed.
The program has negotiated with the English department for fur-
ther training for graduate students teaching writing—an event
that simply could not have happened five years ago—but is so
technologically poor that the use of technology in the teaching of
writing is stymied.

Despite all of this, however, the UCSB Writing Program has
a degree of stability, autonomy, and acceptance rare for programs
staffed with non-tenure-track faculty, certainly rare in the UC
system. This success is not accidental. Key to the program’s sur-
vival and growth are these events: (1) collective action (the union .
won three-year contracts that provided a permanent faculty); (2)
separation from the English department, where its interests could
never be primary; (3) development of a cross-disciplinary cur-
riculum, including linked classes that took program faculty out
of their isolated ghettoes and built relationships across campus;
(4) membership on university-wide committees, giving program
faculty increased visibility and therefore gradual acceptance as
an integral part of the university community.

None of this means the existence of a separate writing pro-
gram can be taken for granted; none of this means UCSB’s ten-
ured faculty considers us peers. What it does mean is that helpless
acceptance of an underclass role is suicidal; we must maintain
the attitude that created the union and sustained it through its
infancy. UCLA Writing Program lecturer, Susan Griffin, (also past -
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council president and recently appointed state coordinator of the
UC-AFT), expressed this attitude perfectly when asked how she
got into union work: “I’m from Chicago. ’'m Irish. I don’t like to
be pushed around” (1997, 3).

We realize that the picture we have presented here is not rosy.
Perhaps most difficult to accept is that the university is indeed a
corporation, and that our lot is not that different from that of
other American workers. From executives to line workers, em-
ployees are becoming “temps.” Historically, a central factor mili-
tating against the more inhumane excesses of capitalism has been
and continues to be unions and the threat of unionization.

For unions the bottom line always will be a fair wage for a
decent day’s work. But since their inception, unions have also
always been about the attempt of workers to make their labor
meaningful. Work at McDonald’s is not meaningful. Fry cooks
report that they do not have to know how to cook a burger to
prepare a Big Mac. They simply respond to a series of bells and
whistles that signal when to flip the burgers or turn the buns.
They make no decisions. In a scene B. E Skinner might have ad-
mired, a person simply responds to stimuli. If teachers wish to
preserve the autonomy of their work and the potentials for com-
mitment and creativity implied in that autonomy, if they wish
their work to remain meaningful, unions afford a means by which
they may collectively begin to assert control over the circum-
stances of their labor. Making their work meaningful is insepa-
rable from providing a meaningful education for students.
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O n Thursday, December 12, 1996, we, a group of non-ten-
ure-track writing faculty, gathered in a classroom at San
Francisco State University (SESU) awaiting the start of a sched-
uled meeting of our union, the California Faculty Association
(CFA). We wondered how many of our colleagues from the De-
partment of English and other departments on campus would
attend this meeting. What kind of crisis would it take to prompt
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our colleagues to leave their stacks of papers, anxious students,
and other meetings to attend this one? In a bureaucracy that en-
courages classism and often pits the haves against the have-nots,
the tenured and tenure-track against lecturers and graduate teach-
ing associates, who would come to join this fight, who would
take the time and make the effort? Though we had not been with-
out allies and friends up to now, these last-minute doubts gnawed
at us. But as lecturers, students, union representatives, tenured
and tenure-track faculty alike filled the seats and spilled into the
hall, we knew that today we would not stand alone. In fact, the
day’s events would demonstrate the importance of enlisting stu-
dent support and fostering solidarity among all ranks in the fight
for fair university employment practices, especially in the face of
the ongoing weakening of the status of academic professionals.
The purpose of this meeting was to inspire faculty to join
together in a fight against the university administration, which at
the time of the meeting had threatened to leave a group of four-
teen lecturers in English composition and ESL jobless. With this
decision, the administration made it clear that lecturers were re-
garded as faceless servants of a flexible fiscal budget, dispensable

as the first course of action in an apparent budgetary shortfall.

People—ranging from members of the group of fourteen, who
were to have lost their jobs, to union officials and representatives

of student activist groups—spoke to the assembled group about

the inequities of the university system. They spoke of the price
students and faculty pay for this way of operating, and, ironi-
cally, the unforeseen loss of revenue that the university was likely
to sustain by canceling classes desperately needed by high-pay-
ing international students as prerequisites to upper-division
coursework. Following the speeches, everyone gathered outside
the humanities building, where another, larger group—students,
staff, and faculty alike—were awaiting their arrival. A space was
cleared in the center of the group, and a street theater perfor-
mance characterized the carefree manner in which university of-
ficials hire and fire the faculty who do approximately half of the
teaching on our campus. Each lecturer immediately affected by
the proposed layoff stepped forward, with a suitcase in hand, as
a mock-administrator called her name from a list. The role-play-
ing administrator then proceeded to give the lecturer a “kick in
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the pants” and send her “packing.” The performance was fol-
lowed by more speeches, most notably from the CFA state secre-
tary and the student body president. Following the speeches, those
present donned placards and picket signs, and to the beat of a
drum, began their procession across a campus visibly adorned
with high-cost construction, all the while chanting slogans and
enlisting fellow students, faculty, and staff to join in their march.

At their destination, the administration building, the dean of
Faculty Affairs awaited their arrival. The protesters gathered,
made more speeches, and then presented a stack of petitions—
some 2,300 signatures gathered in a period of less than three
weeks by the disgruntled students and faculty—to the dean. The
event ended with cheers and shouts for the university adminis-
tration to employ fair employment practices.

Planting the Seeds of Discontent

The situation that gave rise to the protest began in mid-Novem-
ber, when fourteen lecturers in English composition and ESL re-
ceived notification that they would not be scheduled to teach the
following spring semester. Most of the fourteen had several years
of teaching experience at the university; nine had received full
academic-year contracts the previous September. Each instructor
had every reason to expect to be rehired for the spring. That fall,
because of an “administrative error,” the university had accepted
two thousand more students than it could accommodate. A tre-
mendous strain was placed on the required, core courses most
often elected by first-year students and taught nearly exclusively
by part-time lecturers. Certainly, it is common for teachers of
core courses such as composition to have several students trying
to over-enroll during the first weeks of a semester, but the fall of
1996 saw teachers fighting their way through seas of students
who lined the halls outside of classrooms already filled to capac-
ity. English department staff were bombarded with angry stu-
dents demanding that the university meet their course needs. Most
had expected that the university would try to accommodate the
needs of those fall students locked out of freshman writing courses
by increasing the number of sections offered in the spring. No
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one was prepared for the news that sections of spring composi-
tion courses were being reduced; instructors were to be laid off;
students were to have fewer chances to complete their freshman
course requirements.

University officials argued that “budgetary constraints” ne-
cessitated the spring semester “scheduling crisis.” The chair of
the English department carefully explained his understanding of
the situation: For many years it had been the practice of the En-
glish department to “borrow” from their spring budget during
the fall in order to provide courses to meet demand; in the spring,
when the budget was not sufficient to support enough courses,
the department turned to the administration for an “augmenta-
tion” to their budget. For at least a decade, the department had
received the additional funding. But in 1996, for unstated rea-
sons, the administration turned down the department’s request.
By not providing an augmentation, the administration forced the
department to scale back. Indeed, graduate and upper-division
courses were scheduled to be cut back as well, and tenured fac-
ulty were being asked to give up release time in order to teach
some of the basic writing and freshman composition courses typi-
cally taught by part-time faculty. Department officials speculated
that with this move the university administrators sought to “pun-
ish” the department for its long-time practice of employing such
“expensive” lecturers when the courses could be taught by cheaper
graduate teaching associates, a practice popular at universities
around the country. '

Actual notices of the layoff' went out to the faculty affected
on Wednesday, November 6. The coordinator of the composi-
tion program set up two meetings, for the following Tuesday and
Wednesday (November 12 and 13), to discuss what came to be
known as the “scheduling crisis.” A previously announced En-
glish department meeting was scheduled to take place at a later
time on the same Wednesday, November 13, and the lecturers at
the earlier meeting decided to “take over” the later meeting, to
make the agenda the fourteen faculty members in the depart-
ment who were losing their jobs, their incomes, and their liveli-
hoods.

Union representatives attended the English department meet-
ing to offer their support. They explained that a process for filing
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grievances was in place and helped to create momentum for or-
ganizing more immediate action. A subsequent meeting was set
up to give the affected lecturers and the union representatives an
opportunity to discuss the possible actions. At that meeting, a
number of committees were created—one to contact the press,
one to organize the protest, one to circulate petitions, one to
write a street theater scene, and one, consisting of union mem-
bers only, to proceed with an inquiry into the manner in which
instructional funds had been distributed in the fall. It was this
committee who discovered that money promised by the state for
faculty cost-of-living increases had never made its way to aca-
demic departments. The money slated for English alone could
return several courses to the spring schedule.

Meanwhile, a separate group was taking action of its own.
During the English department meeting, a reporter from the stu-
dent newspaper sat quietly at the back of the room. The next
morning, the front-page headline read “SPRING CLASSES CUT.”
With that headline, students received their first notice that they
would face increasing difficulties enrolling in English classes. The
fight had begun.

Why Students Were So Eager to Join the Fight

The reporter who attended the English department meeting con-
tinued to follow the story. She conducted interviews with affected
faculty members and union representatives, attended every open
meeting on the “crisis,” and saw to it that the story was updated
weekly in the student newspaper. In fact, student activism was
not limited to the efforts of one eager reporter. Student govern-
ment officials also became involved. The student body president
drafted a letter to the president of the university stating his con-
cern that the university was disregarding the needs of its stu-
dents, many of whom would be lining up again in the spring for
English classes. Our former writing students became valuable
allies. They circulated petitions and gathered student signatures.
Since they were not currently enrolled in our classes, we could no
longer affect their grades and therefore could not be accused by
the administration of coercing them into taking action on our
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behalf. And a group of student activists already organized to battle
recent antiaffirmative action legislation (Prop. 209) joined in the
effort by taking the petitions from class to class and by posting
flyers and painting signs for the march across campus. This last
group saw that the threat to their teachers’ jobs was also a threat
to them and to their future success as educated members of soci-
ety. These students, for whom the state was making it difficult
for those already in college to complete their education, willingly
joined in our efforts. Likewise, graduate students in the composi-
tion and ESL programs circulated petitions as well. As future
teachers, they understood that they too might one day become
lecturers subject to unfair employment practices.

It should come as no surprise that so many students were
willing to help. In California, a precipitous decline in state sup-
port for public education has occurred at all levels—a pattern
that began twenty years ago with the passage of Proposition 13.
At the same time, our student population has been transformed
because of open enrollment and recent waves of immigrants who
speak languages other than English. In order to master the criti-
cal thinking and writing skills needed for successful participa-
tion in their academic and working lives, these same students
now need even more support from their writing teachers. They
know that learning to write English effectively is an important
step on the road to overcoming the racial and class prejudice
they often face. They know that our classes help them to gain
access to the privileges of a culture in which economic disparities
and mean-spirited legislation keep those who most need an edu-
cation from obtaining that goal. Sadly, examples of legislation
impeding the educational access and progress of diverse students
have proliferated: Proposition 209, which abolished all affirma-
tive action policies in college admissions in California, has al-
ready resulted in a 52 percent drop in minority enrollment at UC
Berkeley for fall 1998; CUNY in New York has just barred all
students needing remedial work from enrolling; and our own
California State University system has just required students need-
ing remediation to complete that work in just one year.

Stories of students taking five and six years to complete their
undergraduate degrees are commonplace at SFSU, and many of
those admitted in the fall of 1996 soon learned that they would
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be forced onto the five- or six-year track because adequate sec-
tions of required courses were unavailable. For many students,
pursuing a college degree requires tremendous sacrifice, often
placing a hefty financial burden on them and their families.
Lengthening the time required to complete their degrees only in-
creases this burden and may discourage some students from con-
tinuing. With students clamoring for more sections of required
courses, the university’s firing of fourteen lecturers seemed the
height of folly—or arrogance. Members of the campus commu-
nity became equally angered, committed to the cause, and more
than ready to fight. Collectively we realized that these layoffs
foretold a darker future for teachers and students at SFSU. Our
vociferous response proved to be one that the administration could
not ignore.

Composition courses provide an essential rung on the ladder
to students’ success, and students are acutely aware of the many
ways the rungs of that ladder are being weakened. To them, the
loss of our jobs was one more attempt by those in power to place
obstacles in their way. To support us was to fight for themselves,
for their education, for the justice they rarely receive but so de-
serve.

The Politics of Teaching Composition
in the Classroom and Beyond

That students are aware of the sociopolitical importance of their
English courses should not come as a surprise, especially at a
highly politicized campus such as SFSU, where many members of
the community see their education in larger contexts. Composi-
tion instructors, too, often incorporate the politics of language
acquisition and use into their courses. In fact, the English com-
position program at SFSU is, in many ways, unique, for SFSU is
one of few schools to offer both a master’s degree and certificate
program in English composition. These two programs serve as a
training ground for future teachers of composition. At SFSU,
applicants for lectureships are required to complete an extensive
application process that includes a three-hour screening exam
and an interview conducted by a committee of both tenured and
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lecturer faculty. This rigorous process ensures that the highest
quality of instruction is maintained.

And indeed, in certain ways lecturers at SFSU are afforded more
professional consideration than many of our colleagues nationwide.
Those of us who teach half time receive a full benefits package.
Those of us in English who teach a full academic year are entitled
to be rehired in the following year before new lecturers can be
hired. We have offices with windows, telephones with voice mail,
computers with e-mail. But while we may have more than our
colleagues on other campuses, we are undeniably a part of a vul-
nerable labor force, treated with little respect or consideration
for the work we do or the preparation we bring to that work.

We often locate the genesis of our poor working conditions
in the open admissions movement of the 1970s. As record num-
bers of nontraditional students flooded our traditional English
classrooms, the story goes, the university was hard put to supply
both adequate numbers of classes and fair terms of employment.
While open admissions certainly paved the way for the excessive
use of part-timers, we can trace our problems even further back
than that. In fact, Robert Connors traces these problems back to
the 1880s after the first Harvard entrance exam revealed that
few of its entering freshmen could pass a standard test of correct-
ness. Responding to these results, and to the general perception
among Harvard’s elite that linguistic standards in this country
had sunk well below those in Britain, President Eliot resolved to
exclude from college any freshman who had not completed a
writing course involving extensive hours in writing “labs.” The
focus of rhetorical training, then, shifted from oral discourse,
which had been the backbone of the classical education for hun-
dreds of years, to written discourse. And as teachers were charged
with reading and responding to hundreds of themes that poured
in weekly and spending many hours in student-teacher confer-
ences, their workload mushroomed. This increased workload
diminished the status of composition, so that scholars who were
more concerned with establishing themselves in distinguished
careers pursued oral rhetoric rather than written composition.

The separation between oral rhetoric and written composi-
tion has everything to do with the status of composition in En-
glish departments today. When composition split from rhetoric,
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it also split from rhetoric’s more prestigious roots in philology
and literary history. Instead of focusing on classical languages
and philosophy as rhetoric did, composition focused on the writ-
ing of the burgeoning middle class, whom administrators per-
ceived as more practical in spirit than the sons of the upper class
who had traditionally filled college classrooms. Composition
teachers provided basic skills for these new students’ success in a
growing economy. Clarity and correctness became the focus of
instruction. So when we hear talk today that we are doing reme-
dial work, “the least professional teaching the least able,” we
can be sure we are still reeling from the split between written and
oral discourse, between what English departments came to see as
the scientific statement versus the poetic statement, and the logi-
cal statement versus the mythical statement. James Berlin says
that others characterized the split as the impoverished rhetorical
statement versus the privileged poetic statement, two separate
and unequal groups (1990, p. 108).

This characterization certainly coincides with the two-tiered
system that we now have in many English departments, which
house what Connors calls, “a privileged literature faculty enjoy-
ing benefits that the composition underclass lacks” (1990, p. 108).
This definition fails to accurately describe the work that profes-
sional composition teachers actually do. The fact is that teachers
who are conversant with the intellectual tradition of composi-
tion, knowledgeable about the research, and experienced in us-
ing current methods in the classroom know something that
untrained writing teachers do not. We know that every time we
write assignments that call for critical argument or aesthetic judg-
ment, every time we instruct students in heuristics or the rela-
tionships among audience, writer, text, we draw on principles
from classical rhetoric. When we instruct first-time freshmen on
how to parse an argument, compare multiple perspectives, or
apply a theoretical model, we draw on research in cognitive and
social psychology. When we bring our students together in groups
for research, peer editing, and critical inquiry, we draw on socio-
logical and linguistic theory. In spite of the fact that these lessons
transcend the skills and drills that people have associated with
writing classrooms for much of this century, they have not trans-
formed our status.
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Many campuses still staff their writing classes primarily with
literature M.A.’s who have little or no composition training—as
if a degree in English somehow intrinsically qualifies one to teach
writing. Still other campuses staff their writing classes with gradu-
ate students who are given fifteen minutes of advice and nudged
into service. In contrast, composition professionals have been rig-
orously trained to teach writing. We have—as Martin Nystrand
suggests in a thorough study of the intellectual development of
our field—a professional discipline concerned with the reader-
writer-text relationship and the teaching of both “formal and
rhetorical considerations” (1993, p. 268).

But because many of us temporary faculty do not have Ph.D.’s
or Ed.D.’s, we can be asked to teach fifteen units a semester (the
tenured staff’s limit is twelve) and still be deemed ineligible for
the standard fringe-benefit package of health insurance and re-
tirement benefits. Working conditions such as these not only ex-
acerbate divisions between faculty but also constrain students’
access to higher education as well. Decreasing numbers of per-
manent, full-time faculty mean students continually find it more
and more difficult to achieve their educational goals. Rather than
providing students with the opportunities and the tools they need
to succeed in life, the university is becoming an active participant
in the dissolution of the middle class. The increasing use by the
university of part-time instructors contributes to this dissolution
in other ways as well, as these faculty members are finding it
harder and harder to earn a living wage. Currently, more than
half of all university faculty are non-tenure-track “part-time”
instructors who often earn less than civil servants who collect
garbage or clean streets in their communities.

Making this situation apparent to students is only logical,
for many students arrive at the university believing that their
education will serve as their ticket to the American Dream; they
are certain that the instructors they find in their classrooms have
already arrived. When those illusions are shattered, students are
unlikely to sit back passively and accept a similar fate. When
they recognize the kinship that exists between their own precari-
ous social positions and the precarious positions of faculty, par-
ticularly composition faculty who teach a course in which they.
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receive individual instruction, they will be willing to join our fight,
as the situation at SFSU has demonstrated.

Lest you think such a fight is a futile exercise, our struggle
demonstrates otherwise. On the day of the march, thirty-three
days following the announcement of the cutbacks, three-quar-
ters of the affected faculty had been given spring schedules; by
the semester’s start, all affected faculty had been offered classes
and returned to their previous status. We doubt the situation
would have been reversed, or at least not reversed within the
time frame that it was, had we not raised our collective voices as
loudly as we did. In the words of one union activist, “Don’t be-
lieve for a minute that there is no money. There’s money! If an
earthquake hit tomorrow and all the windows were blown out
on the administration building, they’d find the money to replace
them.” As the outcome attests, the funds did exist to prevent this
“scheduling crisis.” Money does exist, in the university, in the
state, to create full-time jobs for part-time employees working
full-time schedules. This money needs to be made available to
academic units so that they can operate more effectively, in a
manner that serves not only the students these departments are
constituted to teach but also the faculty they hire to accomplish
their goals.

In an ironic move, one made perhaps in an effort to bring
closure to this situation, the campus president boldly announced
at the start of 1997-98 that the academic year would be the year
of the lecturer! While we appreciated the acknowledgment, we
are sorry to report that our status has not changed—we are as
vulnerable to layoffs as ever. And so we should not be pacified by
empty words meant to smooth ruffled feathers. Our situation is
far more serious. We must continue to speak out, to raise our
voices, to represent our interest in the intersection between em-
ployment equity and educational quality. Students engaged them-
selves in our cause at SFSU because they recognized that our cause
was their cause. The failure of the university to rehire fourteen
English composition and ESL lecturers meant that students would
not be able to find places they needed in required courses.

Our experience at San Francisco State University taught us
an important lesson, a lesson with implications for building on
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student-faculty coalitions where employment equity is linked to
issues of educational quality. What we have to do now is to en-
gage tenure-track faculty, university administrators, and state leg-
islators in fighting for our cause if we are to achieve the recognition
and status we deserve, and to maintain educational standards
and opportunities as well. Beyond these measures, we need to
engage the media in our struggle to remind the public of the im-
portant role of higher education. We need to remind the public
of the important role that teachers play in our colleges and uni-
versities and to inform them of the steady erosion of their work-
ing conditions. The treatment of part-timers within the system
speaks to a much larger problem—the threatened erosion of stu-
dents’ access to a quality education.

Note

1. Note that the situation .could not officially be called a layoff. The
lecturer contracts given each fall indicate that “employment as a lec-
turer is contingent on enrollment and instructional need sufficient to
justify the prospective employment as determined by the Dean of the
College.” Apparently, the university felt that enrollment and instruc-
tional need were not present, in spite of the enrollment crisis taking
place on campus. Union officials were ready to file a grievance with the
university based on this discrepancy.
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Climbing a Mountain: An Adjunct

Steering Committee Brings Change

to Bowling Green State Umverszty S
English Department

DEeBRA A. BENKO

I n an article published in Profession 1997, Katherine Kolb asks,
“How much longer, then, before adjuncts follow the Yale stu-
dents’ example?” Kolb responds to her own question, “Quite
awhile” (100).! At Bowling Green State University (BGSU), a
regional university in rural/small town Northwest Ohio, serving
approximately 19, 000 students, the English department’s Full-
Time Temporary/Part-Time Steering Committee, a committee of
adjuncts, has indeed been working to improve conditions for its
members. In fact, former steering committee member, Mark
Graves, in an e-mail to the author dated January 10, 1998, sug-
gests that the committee may serve as a useful example to ad-
juncts elsewhere who are pursuing change in their own
departments:

I think the Steering Committee at BGSU has effected real change
along the lines that most schools can follow. I doubt that most
untenured teachers could adopt the radical stances seen at Yale.
(M. Graves, e-mail to the author, January 14, 1998)

First established ten years ago for several years and then re-
vived three years ago, the BGSU steering committee serves as an
ad hoc union. Advocating for nontenured faculty, the committee
has become a force for change in the English department until
that future day when union organization occurs and formal col-
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lective bargaining is achieved university-wide. The steering com-
mittee is not a formally elected committee. Any adjunct faculty
member in the department can be a member or attend meetings.
Currently, 25 percent of adjunct faculty are active in the commit-
tee and increasing participation is a goal for next year. Various
adjunct faculty on the steering committee have also served as
representatives to all of elected departmental committees, includ-
ing the newly created writing program committee, ensuring greater
voice to steering committee concerns and more recognition in
the department. In turn, the steering committee keeps its minutes
open to tenured and probationary faculty in an effort to create
awareness of the circumstances of adjunct faculty and promote
alliances for change.

Based on a review of the steering committee’s history and
interviews with past and present members and the English de-
partment co-chairs, I will show what the committee has achieved,
what remains to be done for adjuncts here, and how the commit-
tee may serve as a useful example for adjuncts at other universi-
ties trying to improve their working conditions.

In 1997-98, I was in my second year as a part-time instruc-
tor in BGSU’s English department. Before that, I was awarded a
university dissertation fellowship and a doctoral teaching posi-
tion in the department. In these roles, I was only partially un-
aware of the exploitation of adjuncts and graduate students in
what has been a disastrous job market; moreover, I was suffi-
ciently aware of adjunct issues to know of the work of the steer-
ing committee. Without a full-time position after my fellowship
year, my only career option as an ABD hoping to finish the dis-
sertation seemed to be part-time teaching.

I knew that I wanted to be actively involved in helping to
improve conditions for adjuncts in the department, especially since
they were working to achieve health care benefits for part-time
instructors. After receiving a contract late in August, I joined the
ranks of part-time instructors. I also received an invitation from
an adjunct colleague to attend the first steering committee meet-
ing of the 1996-97 academic year. Subsequently, I volunteered to
work with a health care subcommittee to prepare a university-
wide survey of part-time instructors’ opinions of the need for
and type of health care plan they wanted to receive. At that point,
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the steering committee’s activities demonstrated committed, but
not openly activist, fervor.

Scholars, such as Cary Nelson, who have written about the
exploitation of adjuncts and graduate students have called on
marginalized workers in the academy to unionize. In Manifesto
of a Tenured Radical, for example, Nelson writes, “At the very
least it is time for job seekers to work together to explore what
collective power they might have” (1997a, p. 166), and “teach-
ing assistants and adjunct or part-time faculty should unionize”
(p- 180). In the anthology Will Teach for Food, Nelson states,
“All the contributors believe those employees who cannot nego-
tiate better salaries and working conditions as individuals should
consider collective bargaining as an alternative” (1997b, p. 6).
Coming from a blue-collar background, I agree with Nelson’s
statements; I believe the ultimate goal of an adjunct group such
as the BGSU steering committee should be university-wide col-
lective bargaining. Many of my tenured and non-tenured col-
leagues agree.

The question that had to be asked at BGSU’s English depart-
ment in 1996-97 was this one: What steps can be taken immedi-
ately to improve working conditions for adjuncts before coalitions
can be formed and a union can be organized and recognized?
The American Association of University Professors’ (AAUP) long-
standing effort to organize a faculty union at BGSU was voted
down in 1994. As for the example of the Yale graduate students’
efforts to form coalitions with unionized clerical and service
workers that Nelson recommends to others (1997b, pp. 19-20),
the possibility did not exist for us. Only the campus police are
currently unionized at BGSU. As Kolb notes, most adjuncts liv-
ing from paycheck to paycheck and traveling from campus to
campus may not have the financial resources to strike for even as
long as the Yale graduate students did. Because we are operating
in a nonunion shop, do we merely accept exploitation until radi-
cal change can be precipitated, or do we take the intermediate
steps we can toward change? The steering committee’s strategy
was to climb a mountain it wanted to move.

Kolb notes that “there are formidable barriers, both practi-
cal and psychological, to organized resistance by temporary fac-
ulty members” (p. 101). Nevertheless, these barriers were at least
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partially broken down by the formation of BGSU’s English de-
partment Temporary Faculty Committee, which became known
as the steering committee during the 1987-88 academic year. The
steering committee appears to have been formed and led by sev-
eral members of the temporary faculty with input from most of
the temporary faculty. An August 22, 1988, memo sent to all
adjuncts notes the significant accomplishments of the committee’s
first year. Committee members established representation on three
department committees, including the Central Advisory Com-
mittee (CAC), the department’s policymaking group; the Promo-
tion, Salary and Tenure Committee (PST); and the General Studies
Writing Program Policy Advisory Committee (GSW), which was
“newly reinstated” (Klein, 1988, p.1). A three-year plan to in-
crease pay was implemented, and office assignment and supply
procedures were improved (p. 1). In addition, four task force
proposals were approved. These outlined improvements to imple-
ment in the future, including “continued salary increases, fringe
benefits, and improved working conditions for temporary and
part-time faculty”; granting nontenured faculty eligibility for the
university Master Teacher Award and departmental research/
travel money; and urging university administrators to establish
lecturer positions and to pay part-time instructors “proportional
salaries and benefits” (p. 1).

About the goals for the 1988-89 academic year, the second
year of the steering committee’s existence, Klein states in a memo:

Our first goal this year rmust be to win the right to vote within the
English department. Without this, we will never have the respect
and equality we are fighting for. . . .Our long-term goals include
lobbying the administration for further pay hikes and medical
benefits. (1988, p. 2)

Members of the steering committee also drafted and distributed
a “Temporary Faculty Handbook” for non-tenure-track faculty
in the English department, which included information on teach-
ing loads, class attendance policies, office hours, supplies, and
duplicating procedures. Under the auspices of the University Fac-
ulty Senate, the steering committee also conducted and tallied a
university-wide survey to gather statistics about part-time and
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temporary faculty. In March 1990, in conjunction with depart-
ment administrators, the steering committee conducted another
survey of adjunct faculty in the English department. One survey
question boldly asks, “If any or all of our requests for job stabil-
ity, salary increase, and benefits (issues being discussed by Fac-
ulty Senate and the Department), are not met within a reasonable
period of time, what actions do you suggest be taken by the De-
partment or by Temporary English Faculty Members?” (steering
committee survey, March 1990). The adjuncts responding called
for various measures ranging from a teach-in, refusing to sign
contracts, urging the department to refuse to staff first-year writ-
ing courses, working toward unionization, and a strike.

Steering committee members had supported a resolution pro-
posed by Alice Calderonello, a full professor who is now co-
chair of the English department and then-chair Les Barber. The
Barber-Calderonello resolution, which was under consideration
in Faculty Senate spring semester 1989, would have created full-
time nontenured continuing lecturer positions and continuing
part-time faculty. Although the resolution was not approved, one
year later in spring 1990, the Faculty Senate did consider and
approve a new resolution creating the lecturer rank (BGSU Fac-
ulty Senate Executive Committee Minutes, February 20, 1990).
In order to protect tenure, the number of lecturers in a given
department may be equal to no more than 25 percent of the num-
ber of tenured faculty. In recent years, the number of lecturer
positions approaching this quota has been approved for the En-
glish department and greater job security has been achieved for
those experienced temporary faculty members who have won
these positions.

Once the lecturer rank and other benefits had been achieved,
the steering committee was inactive for several years. Since it
was reactivated in fall 1995, it has grown more influential and
achieved greater recognition from department administrators in
response to crises concerning adjunct hiring and scheduling is-
sues; it has also continued to work toward ongoing institutional
change.

In 1988-89, there were twenty-three part-time instructors,
two permanent part-time instructors, ten one-year instructors,
and three renewable instructors in BGSU’s English department.
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In 1997-98, there were thirty-four part-time instructors (fall se-
mester) and twenty-six part-time instructors (spring semester),
one permanent part-time instructor (a unique category that has
been phased out), four one-year nonrenewable instructors, six
renewable (for up to five years) instructors, and five lecturers in
a department of twenty-eight tenured and probationary faculty
members. Due to attrition of retiring tenured faculty and demands
of the general studies writing program requirements, more ad-
juncts are needed now than in the past because tenured faculty
never teach composition. The number of nontenurable faculty
positions has steadily increased during the past decade. Despite
advances, such as winning proportional voting in the English
department, many of the issues of concern to adjunct faculty re-
main: access to health care benefits, increased security, and a need
to work toward building university-wide coalitions and a collec-
tive bargaining unit.

One crucial challenge that steering committee members made
to university policy was initiated in the summer of 1996. Com-
mittee members fought the implementation of the No Hire Rule,
which would have prevented adjuncts- who had served for five
years as full-time instructors from being rehired to teach part-
time in subsequent years. Administrative concern about de facto
tenure lingered although steering committee members argued that
temporary instructors were in nontenurable positions and there-
fore should be eligible for part-time teaching. According to Julie
Haught, a lecturer in the English department and a member of
the steering committee since fall 1995, it was this issue that “en-
couraged us to become more active” (personal interview, Janu-
ary 13, 1998). English department administrators had been
informed of the implementation of this no hire policy in Febru-
ary 1996. However, the two instructors in the English department
who would be most effected by this policy had not been notified.
Both applied for part-time teaching and were informed during
the summer that they were eligible to teach in the fall. Thus, they
were shocked to receive a letter saying they could teach a maxi-
mum of one section in the fall and could not expect to receive
any sections in future semesters because of the no hire policy.

Learning of this situation, steering committee members met
with department administrators and drafted a policy explaining

— 250 —

260



Climbing a Mountain

why the No Hire Rule should be set aside and stating why those
who had completed five-year instructorships should be allowed
to continue their employment with the university as part-time
instructors. In a subsequent meeting, the steering committee, de-
partment administrators, and the dean of the College of Arts and
Sciences agreed to eliminate the No Hire Rule. Andrea Van Vorhis,
a member of both the original and current steering committees,
was one of the instructors affected by the No Hire Rule. In an e-
mail to the author dated January 14, 1998, she gives the steering
committee credit for helping her obtain a part-time instructor-
ship in the English department:

I know that had I been alone in this, there would have been no
way for me to get . . . [department administrators at the time] to
do anything about the policy. . . . Without the Steering Commit-
tee I probably would not be teaching here right now. To me, the
Steering Committee is sort of a miniature version of a union with-
out which part-time instructors would be left to fend for them-
selves and remain virtually powerless and subject to exploitation,
unfair practices, and abuse. (A. Van Vorhis, e-mail to the author,
January 14, 1998) '

The steering committee was able to respond to this situation and
effectively propose and achieve change. Playing the role of union
negotiators, the steering committee managed to get administra-
tors to see the impact of the No Hire Rule from the perspective
of adjuncts.

In its October 15, 1996, proposal to set aside the No Hire
Rule, the steering committee pointed out that it was “not neces-
sary to protect against the possibility of accidental or de facto
tenure, since the (university) charter makes it clear that tenure is
not an option for temporary faculty, whether full-time or part-
time.” The steering committee asserted that preventing post-five-
year instructors from teaching part-time at the university would,
in the current job market, be a “‘use them then loose [sic] them’
policy” (Steering Committee, October 15, 1996). Because of the
steering committee’s success in setting aside the policy, experi-
enced instructors who wish to continue teaching part-time after
serving full-time contracts may continue to do so at BGSU.
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Perhaps the greatest achievement of the steering committee
thus far has been less tangible than a specific policy change.
Annmarie Pinarski, who served two years on the steering com-
mittee, notes the significance of the very recognition of the steer-
ing committee in an e-mail to the author dated January 15,1998:

the Committee established itself . . . as a presence within the
English Department. As a result . . . others could no longer ig-
nore the needs, requests, demands of part-time faculty. . . . at

some point the “higher ups” began to acknowledge that the Steer-
ing Committee was not going to disappear, but rather functioned
as a serious force within the department. (A. Pinarski, e-mail to
the author, January 15, 1998)

The steering committee has given adjuncts a collective place to
take their concerns and has been acting on those concerns to the
extent that other department constituencies, including adminis-
trators, must now reckon with them. Julie Haught believes the
steering committee’s greatest impact has been to provide “a uni-
fied voice for marginalized faculty because without a committee,
there’s no problem with ignoring part-timers. . . . administrators
hear silence as no problem rather than marginalization™ (per-
sonal interview, January 13, 1998). The English department’s new
co-chairs (since fall 1997), Ellen Berry and Alice Calderonello,
support this point of view. While both note that “full-time fac-
ulty in positions of power have to be behind change,” Ellen Berry
says that the “Steering Committee has challenged people in power
to act” (personal interview, January 13, 1998). The steering com-
mittee has been united both in supporting the interests of part-
timers and in working toward change that empowers adjuncts.
In July 1997, steering committee members signed a formal
grievance charging violations of departmental policy and fair hir-
ing and scheduling practices, which had been brought to its at-
tention by adjuncts.? Acting through the university’s Faculty
Personnel Conciliation Committee procedures, the steering com-
mittee conciliated the grievance, and departmental committees
have been formed or expanded to address writing program and
personnel concerns. The steering committee has demonstrated
its ability to remain a united coalition throughout a conflicted
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situation despite the fact that it is not a formal union with collec-
tive bargaining power.

The steering committee has actively worked toward estab-
lishing health care benefits for adjuncts. In 1996-97, we surveyed
all adjunct faculty university-wide to establish the desire and need
for access to health care benefits for part-time instructors. We
plan to use the results of this survey to argue before a faculty
senate subcommittee that a resolution for proportional health
care benefits be drafted and passed. One area in which the steer-
ing committee is just beginning to make progress is increasing
departmental, university, and community awareness of the ex-
ploitation of adjuncts and the need to implement change. Steer-
ing committee members have been preparing a newsletter
regarding adjunct issues.

The steering committee model can have a positive impact
not only for adjuncts but also for undergraduates, tenured fac-
ulty, and administrators. For example, the lecturer position cre-
ated at BGSU, with the help of steering committee support,
contributes to the continuity of instruction for undergraduates,
which facilitates retention of first-year students, a current prior-
ity of BGSU’s administration and faculty. Simply put, the stron-
gest argument an adjunct committee using the steering committee
model can make is that what is good for the adjunct is also good
for the institution’s educational mission. Indeed, this was the ar-
gument the steering committee used in defeating the No-Hire
Rule: not hiring post-five-year instructors part-time would cause
the university to lose some of its most experienced undergradu-
ate instructors.

Future goals for the steering committee include a commit-
ment to working toward coalitions with adjuncts in other de-
partments on campus in order to unionize; however, realization
of this goal of unionization is probably at least several years in
the future. Ellen Berry, English department co-chair, agrees that
“organizing adjuncts in other departments and more publicity”
are goals the steering committee must continue to work toward
(personal interview, January 13, 1998). At the same time, Alice
Calderonello, English department co-chair, points out that there
must be “intercollegiate coalitions” including faculty and admin-
istrators to effect change in “the institutional structures that cause
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material conditions that affect part-timers” (personal interview,
January 13, 1998). There is much that remains for steering com-
mittee members to accomplish in order to achieve equitable work-
ing conditions for adjunct faculty at BGSU.

In the past, the steering committee has met on a monthly
basis. The grievance action of summer and fall 1997 took a de-
manding toll on those who participated in those efforts, as fre-
quent meetings were required and the conciliation process was
often daunting. However, despite this exertion, the steering com-
mittee has been remarkably united in contentious situations and
dealt with internal conflict through open discussion and consen-
sus building. Adjuncts who are not members of the steering com-
mittee have felt free to bring specific problems and issues to us
and have seen us as a collective that can work for changes in the
department. While academics in general may not be prone to
confrontation and activism, steering committee members have
found ourselves in a situation where our very lack of job security
and our precarious situation within the department have created
a strong sense of purpose and bonds that have enabled us to put
aside any minor differences and work toward change and im-
proved job situations for all adjuncts. Although department ad-
ministrators are not always supportive of the steering committee’s
initiatives and the grievance last year unavoidably placed us in
an adversarial position with the department, communication
between tenured faculty and the steering committee has improved
under the current department co-chairs of Berry and Calderonello.
Politics and self-interest always enter in to any desires to bring
about major change especially in an environment of systemic
exploitation and hierarchy. However, Berry and Calderonello are
working with the steering committee to foster improved work-
ing conditions and greater academic freedom for adjuncts. The
changes brought about due to the grievance such as the GSW
committee may not yet have resulted in all the improvements the
steering committee would like, but the mechanism has been put
into place for change, education, protest, and dialogue to occur.

Alongside finding changes for the better, I also made some
disheartening discoveries as I conducted the research for this ar-
ticle. Reading the list of steering committee accomplishments in
the 1987-88 academic year, its first year of existence, I realized
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how many of the “future goals” named then have yet to be ac-
complished ten years later and how some of the gains once
achieved, such as conference travel money for adjuncts, have since
been taken away. This past semester, travel money for adjuncts
was again budgeted thanks to steering committee member ef-
forts. In some ways, it seems as though adjuncts are fighting to
return to what was the status quo ten years ago rather than mov-
ing forward. Andrea Van Vorhis voices concern in her e-mail to
the author: “In the future, I hope, the group can continue to
move beyond being more or less a defense mechanism and help
improve working conditions for part-timers in general—health
care, etc.” (January 14, 1998).

The historical record created by the file folders containing
past and present steering committee minutes, memos, and other
documents underscores the importance of sustaining and renew-
ing a committee membership that will work toward long-term
goals in improving working conditions even as short-term goals
are met. Part-time and non-tenure-track faculty are notoriously
difficult to organize, as many have pointed out, because we have
multiple and often competing obligations. We have demanding
teaching responsibilities (sometimes at multiple institutions) and
competing demands made on our time as some of us take on
nonacademic work to stay afloat financially. Some of us are com-
pleting our graduate education as we work part-time and are
trying to publish and improve our professional profiles. In addi-
tion, family obligations also take precedence, as many of us are
parents raising children on limited budgets. These demands of-
ten make it difficult for part-time faculty to organize, especially
since many of us face only short-term contracts and are unsure
of our future at the institutions where we work. These compet-
ing obligations and pressures coupled with the transience of our
work often prevent coalition building. Nevertheless, despite teach-
ing three or four sections a semester and teaching at one or more
campuses, we have formed a standing committee that agitates
for improved working conditions.

I believe that the steering committee concept may serve as
a model for adjuncts at other institutions who wish to work
toward change within their departments. I would recommend
that adjuncts interested in forming their own steering committee
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consider listing both their short-term and long-term goals. As I
noted earlier, the steering committee has been able to achieve
many short-term goals, but we are still working on achieving
long-term goals. Being able to note the successes and drawbacks
we have had gives us more strength to keep working on what we
have not been able to achieve yet. Also, keeping a history is im-
portant, so that interested parties can know what has been
achieved in the past and what has been lost. It has been easier for
the steering committee to achieve goals for which there is a pre-
existing precedent recorded. Establishing an open dialogue with
department administrators as far as possible is essential. The steer-
ing committee has invited various administrators to meetings in
the past to discuss programs and to clarify policies in an open
atmosphere. The contingent nature of adjunct positions also
makes publicizing meetings and recruiting new members regu-
larly important. Those establishing a steering committee should
make minutes available to all adjunct and tenured faculty, not
just to committee members; adjuncts who may not be able to
participate in the group will then still be aware of its work and
know that it is a resource, and tenured faculty members will be
made more aware of the issues and how they might aid the group’s
efforts. .

For me personally, joining the steering committee facilitated
a return to activist roots of my college days that had been effec-
tively buried on all but a theoretical level throughout the course
of graduate school and becoming an adjunct instructor. I have a
nonrenewable full-time instructorship for 1998-99. Despite the
fact that this position seems a luxury after two years of part-time
teaching, I am well aware that the finite status of a one-year in-
structorship is still a precarious position, and I plan to be active
in the steering committee again next year. In fall 1996, I thought
I was joining the committee to help tally surveys on health care
concerns. In the process, I learned again the importance of acting
and speaking, the importance of not being silent, not being si-
lenced. As Adrienne Rich reminds us, “The politics worth having
. . . demand that we delve still deeper” (1979, p. 193). The ad-
junct situation is a national problem that is not going away any
time soon given that the number of adjuncts increased by nearly
70 percent from 1984 to 1994 (Lesko, 1995, pp. 22-23). Much
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still remains to be done, but the steering committee has brought
about important changes. As Julie Haught concludes, the “Steer-
ing Committee allows part-timers a voice in the department, and
it’s a voice that has to be heard” (personal interview, January 13,
1998). Thanks to the steering committee, adjuncts in BGSU’s
English department now feel a sense of genuine empowerment.

Notes

1. Case studies and analyses of the Yale graduate students’ collective
action are documented in Cary Nelson’s edited collection Will Teach
for Food (1997).

2. It should be noted that quotes from past and present steering com-
mittee members in this article do not reflect whether they participated
in the grievance action, and I have spoken only in general terms about
that action to protect confidentiality of those concerned.
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A Difficult Position

In November 1997, Dawn Hayden was teaching composition as
a part-time, adjunct instructor in the department of English at a
large university in the Southeast. The department chair, faced
unexpectedly with the need to staff a new distance-education!
course in advanced composition for the spring semester of 1998,
asked Hayden to take on the new class. Hayden’s initial response
to the assignment illustrates some of the complex problems en-
countered by adjunct faculty, part-time teachers, and graduate
teaching assistants (GTAs) who are asked to take on such courses
in schools and institutions that are increasingly using distance
education as a strategy for coping with constricted budgets, de-
clining enrollments, and changing student populations:
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Because | taught advanced composition in a traditional classroom, |
really didn’t think it would be difficult to translate my course into a dis-
tance-education offering. As a mere adjunct instructor and a new gradu-
ate, | was flattered to be asked to try this new teaching technology.

My graduate advisor had taught the first distance education course in
composition at our university two years earlier, so | immediately went to
her for advice. Her advice was unequivocal: Decline the opportunity! But
the challenge of doing something new with my teaching, of pushing my-
self further, and of accumulating marketable experiences overrode her
good advice. | accepted.

It is no coincidence, we believe, that adjunct faculty mem-
bers, part-time teachers, and GTAs (especially those who teach
composition) are the people who most often face these kinds of
decisions about distance-education assignments—especially in
connection with composition classes. According to a recent study
sponsored by the Modern Language Association, adjunct and
part-time teachers and GTAs, for example, teach between 52
percent of first-year composition courses at institutions granting
four-year degrees and 95 percent of such courses at institutions
granting advanced degrees (Laurence, 1997). In the nation’s two-
year colleges, part-time and adjunct faculty account for more
than 50 percent of all faculty (Stock, 1998). Thus, such teachers
constitute a larger proportion of the national teaching popula-.
tion for distance-education courses in composition than do ten-
ure-track faculty.? In addition, some of these teachers have often
acquired more technical expertise than conventionally-educated
tenure-track faculty in English studies. In some cases, this is be-
cause their graduate education is more recent and, generally speak-
ing, has exposed them to computer-supported instruction in their
own careers as students. In other cases, these teachers may be
more technologically oriented because they are more likely to
teach in computer-supported first-year composition programs that
require a knowledge of online literacies. Moreover, given the of-
ten precarious working conditions under which part-time and
adjunct faculty and GTAs may labor, these instructors are typi-
cally more willing to take on risky assignments—such as distance-
education teaching—to secure continued funding. Finally, given
their strong commitment to undergraduate education and reflec-
tive practice, part-time and adjunct teachers and GTAs are often
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the teachers who most regularly update their repertoire of teach-
ing skills, approaches, and pedagogical understandings to take
advantage of the most effective innovations in teaching. As a re-
sult of all these factors, part-time and adjunct faculty and GTAs
are increasingly faced with the complex set of problems that come
along with distance education.

The decisions that grow out of such circumstances, to some
extent, also reflect our discipline’s uncritical acceptance of tech-
nology-rich instruction (Selfe, 1998) and the related pressure to
offer our courses at a distance (see, for example, Gladiuex &
Swail, 1999; Sherron & Boettcher, 1997). The reflective anec-
dote that Dawn Hayden began above and continues in more de-
tail later in this chapter helps illustrate how problematic and
exhilarating these choices can be. It also reveals many dilemmas
that part-time and adjunct faculty and GTAs face at the personal,
local, institutional, professional, and national levels.

In this chapter, we explore distance education as one impor-
tant site in which English studies professionals can make produc-
tive and important change—particularly by increasing the power
that part-time and adjunct workers (who comprise approximately
43 percent of the English studies workforce as indicated by Stock,
1998) can exert on some of the decision making and policymaking
that shapes their professional lives. We begin by describing some
of the challenges and drawbacks attendant to distance education
in English studies departments within American higher educa-
tion. We present Dawn Hayden’s experience as a specific case
study because it illustrates some problematic aspects of current
distance-education practices. We follow by identifying specific
strategies that can improve conditions for adjunct, part-time, and
GTA stakeholders in distance-education literacy programs. We
conclude by bringing several theoretical perspectives to bear on
the potential of distance education.

The stakeholders who have written this chapter represent the
parties we believe must form productive relationships if distance-
education programs are to prove effective: Danielle DeVoss, a
Ph.D. student at Michigan Technological University, currently
holds a graduate teaching assistantship (GTA) and a graduate
research assistantship (GRA) in the rhetoric and technical com-
munication program. Dawn Hayden, also a Ph.D. student in the
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same program, was—at the time of the experience we describe—
a part-time, adjunct instructor. Cynthia Selfe is a tenured, full
professor and the chair of the humanities department at Michi-
gan Technological University, as well as the immediate past chair
of the Conference on College Composition and Communication.
Richard Selfe is an adjunct professor and holds a professional
technology related staff position in the same department. Together,
we would like to build a case for attending critically to the devel-
opment of, training for, and institutionalization of distance-edu-
cation curricula. We are convinced that English studies
professionals are in a particularly powerful position to influence
such curricular decisions at local, institutional, and national lev-
els if we act in concert and with keen attention to the power
relations among all stakeholders in these endeavors.

We Can’t Simply Say “No,” Nor
Can We Simply Keep Saying “Yes”

It is as true at the beginning of the new century as it was at the
close of the last: English studies teachers cannot afford to ignore
technology. We do not have the luxury of following Sven Birkert’s
advice to “refuse it” (1994, p. 229). Such an intellectual move is
not only misguided at the end of the twentieth century, it is also
dangerously shortsighted. Literacy instruction—at all levels of
education—has become, over the last two decades, fundamen-
tally and inextricably linked with technology. Teachers are now
faced with students who must know how to communicate as in-
formed thinkers and citizens in an increasingly technological
world. Technology has become part of our responsibility as lit-
eracy educators—whether or not we want it to be so.

In part, we face this situation because the new generations of
students who enter English studies classrooms have been raised
to understand literacy instruction as a set of practices that take
place primarily in electronic environments. Eighty-seven percent
of high school students, for example, now write on computers by
Grade 11 (Coley, Cradler, & Engel, 1997). Further, 89 percent of
“teachers and the public” now believe that the Internet adds value
to teaching and learning specifically because it “reduces the costs
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teachers spend on classroom activities” (MCI Nationwide Poll,
1998). Similarly, in American homes, 86 percent of parents are
convinced that a computer is the one “most beneficial and effec-
tive product that they can buy to expand their children’s oppor-
tunities” for education, future success, and economic prosperity
(Getting America’s Students Ready, 1996, p. x). Finally, in the
American workplace, approximately 70 percent of jobs requir-
ing a bachelor’s degree or an advanced college degree now re-
quire the use of computers (Snyder, 1992).

These statistics, as Richard Selfe (1995) has noted, attest to
the fact that the lives of college students today are, in many cases,
both qualitatively and quantitatively different from those of stu-
dents in past generations—and that these differences have direct
implications for instruction in distance-learning environments.
A few additional demographic facts about students help to make
this point more clear:

¢ In 1991, fewer than half the states in the U.S. had more than 67
percent of their student population register as full-time. There

are also several states where less than half of the students are
considered full-time (“The Nation,” 1993).

¢ Nationwide, the trend toward part-time status has been increas-
ing—from 32.2 percent in 1970 to 41.3 percent in 1980 to 43.2
percent in 1990 (Snyder, 1992).

¢ Over the last several decades women have become an increas-
ingly larger percentage of the student population: 1960 (37.6
percent); 1970 (41.2 percent); 1980 (51.4 percent); 1990 (54.5
percent). And, as a group, women consistently make up approxi-
mately 80 percent of part-time students. (Snyder, 1992).

¢ Older students are also an increasingly larger percentage of the
student population (“The Nation,” 1993).

¢ Almost half of the adult U.S. population engages in some part-
time education or training, and part-time enrollments are grow-
ing three times faster than full-time enrollments (Gladieux &
Swail, 1999).

As Selfe (1995) pointed out, the students described by these demo-
graphic snapshots often work full time; they have families; they
are returning to school to retrain, and they are often unable to
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commute to schools during the hours that conventional instruc-
tion is available. As a result, a central strength of traditional edu-
cation—the face-to-face interactive exchange in a physical
classroom—is a significant burden to a growing number of stu-
dents. To provide alternative approaches to education that better
suit these students, a “range of unconventional providers have
entered the postsecondary marketplace, offering instruction and
credentials in new settings, on flexible schedules—and increas-
ingly by way of distance-learning media” (Gladieux & Swalil,
1999, p. 11). Such efforts have proved increasingly successful, as
well. It has become clear, then, that unless English studies pro-
grams consider the option of distance education—unless we con-
sider the alternative of delivering educational content in new ways
that meet the needs of a new population of students—we risk
losing touch with growing numbers of Americans who both want
and need higher education.

However, if we cannot afford simply to ignore the converg-
ing forces of literacy instruction, technology, and distance educa-
tion, nor can we afford simply to embrace such complex changes
without concern. We cannot, for example, forget that the cul-
tural formations of technology and literacy have become linked
in ways that now exacerbate some educational and social inequi-
ties in the United States rather than addressing them productively
(Selfe, 1998)—and that distance education threatens similar ef-
fects. As a recent report by the College Board (Gladieux & Swail,
1999) noted:

Virtual universities will only help those who have the necessary
equipment and experience to be comfortable with . . . technolo-
gies. While computers may seem ubiquitous in today’s society,
their distribution is highly stratified by socioeconomic class. . . .
Online access is similarly stratified by income. And white house-
holds are twice as likely as black and Hispanic households to
have access to computers and online services. . . . In fact, there is
evidence that students with the greatest need get the least access.

(p- 17)

Indeed, in the American school system as a whole and in the culture
that this system reflects, computers continue to be distributed dif-
ferentially along the related axes of race and socioeconomic status,
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and this distribution contributes to ongoing patterns of racism
and to the continuation of poverty (Selfe, 1998).

It is a fact, for instance, that schools primarily serving stu-
dents of color and poor students continue to have less access to
computers, and access to less sophisticated computer equipment
than do schools primarily serving more affluent students or white
students. And, it is also a fact that schools primarily serving stu-
dents of color and poor students continue to have less access to
the Internet, less access to multimedia equipment, less access to
CD-ROM equipment, less access to local area networks, and less
access to videodisc technology than do schools primarily serving
more affluent and white students (Coley, Cradler, & Engel,
1997).

In other words, the poorer students are less educated, and
the less educated they are in this country—both of which condi-
tions continue to be closely correlated with race—the less likely
they are to have adequate access to sophisticated electronic lit-
eracy environments. Hence, the national effort to support lit-
eracy instruction within technological environments has not
resulted in a better life, or more democratic opportunities, or an
enriched educational experience for all Americans, as most of us
might wish for. Rather, it has served to improve education only
for some Americans. In a formulation that many teachers of En-
glish studies will feel most keenly, the effort to expand literacy
instruction into technological environments has served to ensure
the continuation not only of literacy but also of illiteracy and its
reproductive relationship to poverty and racism. _

Further, we cannot afford to ignore the relationship between
the development of distance education and the uses and abuses
of part-time and adjunct employment. Sir John Daniel (1997),
vice-chancellor of the Open University in the United Kingdom, a
vocal proponent of distance education, and an advocate of “mega-
universities” claims that distance-learning institutions capable of
handling 100,000 to 500,000 students per year, like the Open
University, are a productive way of handling the crises facing
education in the twenty-first century. In 1996, however, the Open
University employed 7,376 part-time teachers and only 815 full-
time teachers. Eighty-nine percent of the Open University’s teach-
ing staff had no common physical site at which to meet, talk, or
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learn from each other. Although Daniel celebrates the trend to
reduce costs by hiring academic professionals on a part-time ba-
sis, it is also true that many of these institutions accomplish some
of these reductions by requiring part-time teachers to work un-
der difficult conditions that all but ensure ineffective education.
Teachers at Turkey’s Anadolu University, for example, are as-
signed an incredible 454 students per instructor per year (Daniel,
1997, p.14).

Other problems have also been identified with distance edu-
cation. One recent report by the Institute for Higher Education
Policy (“What’s the Difference,” 1999) reviewed research stud-
ies on distance education, indicating, that the drop-out rates for
such classes exceed the drop-out rates for conventional classes
by anywhere from 15 to 31 percent. In addition, the entrepre-
neurial momentum that characterizes many distance-education
efforts often creates difficulties for professional teachers. As a
recent article in the Chronicle of Higher Education indicated, the
aggressive marketing of distance-education companies who now
sell their wares to university communities is prompting many
teachers to wonder whether such instruction has become “ven-
dor-driven” rather than “educator-driven” (Blumenstyk, 1999,
p. A29). -

Finally, we cannot afford to embrace distance education and
technology-based learning if, in the process, we lose sight of the
humanistic values that form the foundation of our discipline’s
continued strength. In a 1995 article, “Surfing the Tsunami: Elec-
tronic Environments in the Writing Center,” Richard Selfe de-
scribed the technological tsunami that threatened to overcome
some English studies professionals with a vague, but increasingly
worrisome sense of dehumanization. Selfe outlined a case for in-
tegrating communication technologies into departmental and
institutional structures in ways that counter such dehumanizing
effects. Specifically, he argues for

& paying critical attention to the power relations characterizing
technology-based education,

& maintaining a strong focus on individual students’ experiences
and the value of those experiences, and
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¢ examining the importance of personal communicative relation-
ships between all stakeholders in projects that involve techno-
logically supported environments for literacy instruction.

With such challenges in front of us, it is clear that English
studies, as a profession, faces a complicated set of changes asso-
ciated with computer-based distance-education efforts. Chang-
ing student populations, workplace requirements, and cultural
expectations seem to indicate that distance-education efforts will
continue to expand. However, there are very good reasons to be
skeptical of distance education and technologically based educa-
tion—chief among them, the problems and inequities associated
with technology-based literacy environments and the growing
problems of staffing such learning environments in ways that
assure humane and professional working conditions for teach-
ers, especially part-time and adjunct faculty and GTAs.

Looking at distance education from these cultural and insti-
tutional vantage points, English studies professionals should feel
conflicted. Whereas appealing reasons draw us to distance edu-
cation, appalling hiring trends and working conditions discour-
age us from embracing it whole heartedly. Unfortunately,
distance-education efforts are no less complex when undertaken
on a more limited basis, within one department or institution.

The Complicated Case of Real Life:
Dawn Hayden’s Story of Distance Education

To be more fully understood, the issues associated with distance
education are best examined in the context of the lived experi-
ences of educators—particularly those part-time teachers, adjunct
faculty, and GTAs so often assigned to develop and teach these
courses. And so we continue Dawn Hayden’s story:

It was still early in the fall term. My department chair told me that the
distance education department would contact me and a series of training
sessions would be arranged. Before | realized it, Thanksgiving break came
and went, and soon final exams were upon us; the semester was over and
I had heard nothing from the distance education department. With Christ-
mas break on the horizon, | began to worry a bit about how | would handle
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teaching in this new environment. | called the distance education depart-
ment and explained my situation. The secretary told me to call the instruc-
tional technology department and to speak with the director. So | did. The
director of instructional technology had never heard of me and had no
idea that | was scheduled to teach a class in a few weeks. She informed
me that | had missed all of the training sessions. She suggested that | stop
by her office and pick up a handbook created specifically for distance-
education teachers. And so began my introduction to teaching on televi-
sion.

At this point, my knowledge of teaching on television consisted of one
major piece of advice from the coordinator of instructional technology:
“Anything you do in your traditional classroom, can be done in the dis-
tance-education class.” | was offered a second piece of advice when |
sought feedback about the face-to-face course from students in the ad-
vanced composition course | taught in the fall. We talked about what they
liked, what worked and what didn’t work. | also asked students about dis-
tance education courses: Did they like them? What worked and what didn’t
and why? | explained that | was planning to teach the same course through
distance education the next semester. One student shook his head and
said, “Miss Hayden, it isn’t going to work.” Armed with this additional piece
of advice, | took a deep breath, sat down, and planned my course, incor-
porating traditional teaching tools | used in my face-to-face classrooms. |
created a syllaweb, an electronic discussion list, and a variety of online
writing assignments. '

When the night came for the class to begin, | was more nervous than
| had ever been before. The classroom looked more like an auditorium
than any classroom | had ever taught in. | had to sit up on a stage behind
a desk. At least fifteen feet away from the nearest row of student seats, |
was surrounded by television monitors. | squinted into hot, bright lights
and a huge television screen, trying to look at the students. Students,
sitting in rows at long tables, contended with large, antique microphones.
When | tried to look directly at my students, it was as if | were teaching to
myself. As the distant sites finally began to check in with the technician, |
had another unpleasant surprise. Rather than the original ten sites that |
had expected and the thirty-three students | had agreed to, | now had
twenty-three sites and fifty-three students, well over the twenty-three-stu-
dent maximum enrollment for composition courses at the university. And,
the six students who were registered to attend at my site had magically
turned into twelve.

Later | learned that another professor was also teaching advanced
composition via distance education, and he was teaching his course en-
tirely online. Some of his students were sitting in my class, some of my
students were online in his class. His students had my textbooks, and my
students had his textbooks. Two distance-education advanced composi-
tion courses were being offered; both had the same section number for
the university site, and were scheduled to meet at the same time in the
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same classroom. It was an administrative disaster. It took me over an
hour of class time that night just to figure out what had happened. This
type of administrative confusion was a continuing trend throughout my
distance-education teaching experiences: It would always take me an in-
ordinately long time to address course “business.”

The course business took so long to accomplish, in part, because of
the technology the students and | had available for our use. We had one-
way video and two-way audio. This meant that students at distant sites
could see and hear me. The students at my site and | could hear, but not
see, them. Much to my surprise, and contradictory to what | had been told
by the instructional technology staff, many students had access neither to
e-mail nor to a computer. All of my plans for creating outside discussions
via e-mail, electronic discussion lists, netforums, and so on, were thwarted.

| was confined to my chair at the front of the classroom with the cam-
era generally focused on me. The technicians | worked with were either
unable or unwilling to have the camera follow me around the classroom,
so there | sat—the talking head of advanced composition. | experienced a
range of emotions while teaching that class—usually frustration, but occa-
sionally exhilaration. | was stubborn and determined to provide my stu-
dents with the best possible distance-education learning experience despite
the inappropriate technology | was forced to use. My teaching mission
became how best to “connect” the onsite students and myself with stu-
dents we could hear but not see.

Over the last year or so | have had the opportunity to review some of
the tapes of that class. After hours of viewing course videos and reviewing
forty-five pages of notes, | am able to make these observations:

& Four weeks into the course, | was still not sure of the exact num-
ber of students and sites participating in my course.

¢ | repeated myself often. The “normal” business of class that might
take five minutes at the beginning of a one-site, onsite class takes
more than twice that amount of time at a distance.

¢ | asked an average of twelve times during each of the five classes
| reviewed: “Is that clear?” or “Does everyone understand what I'm
talking about?”

¢ None of the people on camera—not my teaching assistant, my
guest lecturers, nor me—looked directly at the camera. This is
rather disorienting for viewers who are positioned more as voy-
eurs watching the course being taught than participants in the learn-
ing experience.

¢ Students at my site did not make eye contact with me. Instead,
they watched one of several television monitors placed around the
classroom. So when | looked out into my “classroom,” | saw faces
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turned away from me. This was disconcerting and left me feeling
again as if | were teaching myself.

When students spoke into the microphone, they generally didn’t
identify themselves. The effect on viewers is that of hearing “dis-
embodied” voices floating out of the air. It was disorienting and
disruptive to my thought process. | couldn’t see someone raise
her hand to ask a question, so students were forced to interrupt
me when they had to ask questions.

In three later tapes, | seemed to be more relaxed and was able to
laugh and joke with my onsite students. Yet, it still seemed difficult
to relate to or with students at the distant sites. | referred to them
on two occasions as “the folks out there in TV land.” This seems to
exaggerate the “us” (those of us at the main site) and “them” (those
at other sites) dichotomy | already felt.

For the most part, | was the kind of teacher | like the least: a “talk-
ing head.” Not being able to move around the classroom and not
having the camera pan in on the students forced me to be the
focus of the camera lens.

One major difficulty frequently mentioned by students from the dis-
tant sites was the length of time it took for them to receive their
papers and comments from me. The administrative system mailed
student papers to the distance education department on campus,
which, in turn, logged them and then sent them via interoffice mail
to my department. It could take anywhere from three to seven days
for me to receive a paper. If | were able to review the paper imme-
diately upon receipt (which wasn’t always feasible), log it in, and
return it, it would still be another three to seven days before the
student received my comments. On average, this meant that it
took anywhere from six to fourteen days from the time a student
handed in her work to the time it was returned to her. (That is, of
course, if nothing got lost, sent to the wrong site, or misplaced.)

Frequently technology interfered with the teaching of the course.
On one occasion we lost an entire site because of a thunderstorm.
| was scheduled to conference with the site and was unable to do
so during that class period. This forced the students to communi-
cate with me either via e-mail or through a long-distance phone
call. That same evening at another site, students had to try out
several microphones before they could find one that worked. This
meant that when | asked them to respond to me, they were unable
to do so, and | assumed that they were not present. It was not until
an hour into the class that they were able to communicate with me.
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¢ Toward the end of the course (the eleventh week) | was able to
conduct video conferences with groups at different sites. | did this
in much the same manner as | would in a traditional classroom. |
photocopied my comments on student essays. The students had
their essays with them, and we conducted a discussion of my com-
ments and student questions. | could not see the students’ faces,
but they could see mine. | asked them direct questions and they
offered direct responses to me. | knew who | was talking to at
which site because | addressed the students on an individual ba-
sis. | also called on group members to respond to the questions |
had regarding a particular essay, and members, as a group, had
the opportunity to conduct a discussion with me.

Understanding that “distributional changes are changes in the rela-
tive power of social forces as a consequence of the change in the mode of
communication” (Deibert, 1998, p. 67), allows me to account for the loss
of control | experienced when trying to teach a writing course via distance
education. Outside of the immediate environment, | could no longer con-
trol who spoke or when. In one respect, | was forced to respond to my
students on their terms, when they wanted me to. This shift of control left
me feeling frustrated and unsure of myself as a teacher. Looking back
through notes and transcripts from the course, it seems that the majority
of my interchanges with my distance-education students were chaotic.
Disembodied voices frequently questioned all aspects of the course—as-
signments, due dates, grading policies—and | frantically tried to respond
to each and every question. | repeated myself over and over again, wast-
ing time in inefficient efforts to overcome distances that were exaggerated
by the use of this technology.

it is clear that some distance-education systems provide us with a
rich medium of exploration and study (see, for example, Rodrigues, 1999).
But the creation of a writing community is a vital component of successful
composition teaching. Personally, | am happiest with my teaching when
I’'m interacting directly with students, when | can respond not only to their
voices but also to their quizzical glances and blank stares. | agree with
Anson (1999) that “for the most part the new capacities conferred by elec-
tronic means have not enhanced the awareness that teaching might be
conceived as something other than one teacher before a classroom of
students” (p. 262).

The medium of information transmission had changed, and the mes-
sage was affected. | am convinced that although the distance-education
environment encourages the “teaching head” syndrome, with some hard
work it can be avoided when it is inappropriate.

If we agree with O’Donnell (1996) that “the ability of the institution to
survive depend[s] on its ability to adapt itself to the new technological
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environment” (p. 46), then it is imperative that we learn how to make use
of distance-education learning environments. We must learn how to ma-
nipulate them to meet our pedagogical goals. If we do not take an active
and questioning look at our goals and motivations for teaching within a
distance-education system, we run the risk of missing the chance to de-
velop this medium in a way that can constructively affect education as a
whole.

In Terms of Agency

So how can English studies professionals participate in the project
we identified earlier in this paper—making distance education a
site from which to enact productive change in the power rela-
tions between part-time, adjunct, and graduate-student teachers
and the individuals (tenure-track faculty, department and univer-
sity administrators, technology staff members, etc.) who partici-
pate in decision making and policymaking in higher education?
What specific strategies might help improve conditions for ad-
junct, part-time, and GTA stakeholders in distance-education lit-
eracy programs? . ’
Certainly, we know that cultural, social, economic, and po-
litical pressures-to explore distance-education opportunities will
not diminish in the foreseeable future (see, for example, Gladieux
& Swail, 1999; Sherron & Boettcher, 1997). More traditional
colleges and universities will continue to be faced with declining
residential enrollments and will push for reaching student popu-
lations by distance education. This means that English depart-
ments and composition programs will be asked to develop and
deliver courses and programs in a distance-education format. Such
a recognition also means that department chairs—who depend
on administrative goodwill and money to pay for departmental
operations—will ask part-time and adjunct faculty and GTAs to
take on such course assignments. Recognizing that part-time and
adjunct faculty and GTAs are more likely than conventionally
educated tenure-track faculty to have experienced teaching with
technology, chairs will ask these faculty—inclined to take on the
risk of such assignments given the precarious nature of their fund-
ing situation and their willingness to experiment—to accept such
courses. Chairs will ask these versatile and effective teachers—
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with their track records in a range and number of their course
assignments, with their commitment to effective teaching, and
with their focus on educational excellence—to become distance-
education faculty. In sum, chairs will continue to recognize that
part-time and adjunct faculty and GTAs have a clear stake in
seeking new and marketable teaching skills in an increasingly
competitive educational environment, and that these faculty are
some of the most likely department members to do a responsible
job in adapting instruction effectively to these new teaching envi-
ronments. '

Given these pragmatic realizations, how can we change the
working conditions for adjunct and part-time faculty and GTAs
who are asked to take on a distance-education assignment? What
advice can we offer faculty who must choose between what could
be difficult teaching circumstances and the opportunity to de-
velop a new, marketable teaching expertise? What responsibili-
ties can university administrators, department chairs, tenure-track
faculty colleagues, and technical staff members take on in sup-
port of such efforts? |

To begin, we suggest that departments of English and writ-
ing programs consider the strategy of forming teams of stake-
holders to work on distance-education issues, and that these teams
involve as diverse a membership as possible: part-time and ad-
junct faculty, GTAs, tenure-track faculty, departmental and uni-
versity administrators, and technical staff members. This
suggestion rests, in part, on theoretically and practically based
recognition and respect for understandings that a range of in-
formed social agents can bring to bear on educational issues like
those surrounding distance education. As Giddens points out,
social institutions do not simply “work ‘behind the backs’ of so-
cial actors who produce and reproduce them” (1979, p. 71);
rather, all social agents have a deep and penetrating understand-
ing of the local social situations in which they work—every com-
petent member of every society knows a great deal about the
institutions in that society; furthermore, the nature of such knowl-
edge is not simply “incidental to the operation of society, but is
necessarily involved in it” (p. 71).

If we recognize the potential of this kind of locally situated
knowledge, we also recognize that part-time and adjunct faculty
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and GTAs have much to contribute to distance-education efforts:
knowledge of how specific schools, districts, colleges, and uni-
versities might better fulfill their missions through distance-edu-
cation efforts; knowledge of particular families, communities, and
cultures that distance-education efforts might help institutions
of higher education reach; understandings of individual students,
teachers, administrators, board members, politicians, and par-
ents whose lives are affected by distance-education programs;
knowledge of the working conditions distance-education efforts
generate.

This kind of “situated knowledge” (Haraway, 1995, p. 175),
we speculate, is multiplied by the involvement of different stake-
holders in any distance-education effort, and promises to offer a
“more adequate, richer, better account” (p. 178) of the complex
social formations associated with computer-based learning envi-
ronments. Although we recognize that all situated perspectives
are also partial-—Haraway calls this kind of understanding a “coy-
ote” way of knowing (p. 189)—we suggest that the practice of
involving as many stakeholders as possible in discussions of dis-
tance-education issues can help us avoid the trap of offering overly

“simple answers to the complex challenges of distance education.

It is true that this way of understanding social agents and

_their local knowledge has certain intellectual implications—es-

pecially for this chapter and our purpose in writing. If we respect
the real nature of coyote knowledge, we understand that the per-
spectives of specific social agents, no matter how valuable and
accurate from any one particular varntage point, are locally situ-
ated, and, thus, limited and partial. Hence, in the remainder of
this section, we caution that our own advice is also contingent
and tactical, and based on a limited understanding of local con-
ditions.

In the sections that follow, we offer three different kinds of
strategies that may prove useful to colleagues: strategies that can
be enacted by individual teachers, strategies that can be enacted
within the context of specific distance-education programs, and
strategies that can be enacted within the context of national pro-
fessional organizations. The effectiveness of these strategies and
their usefulness and value to individuals will, of course, depend,
on the conditions and circumstances under which those involved
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labor, the particular constraints they encounter within their de-
partments and institutions, the particular distance-education ef-
forts in which they are involved, and the professional
organizations with which they are connected, among other fac-
tors. We also realize that the approaches we are about to suggest
to teachers, technicians, and administrators entail additional
work, but we think that the difficulties Dawn Hayden faced and
the technological and demographic forces influencing English
studies illustrate why this kind of multilevel involvement at lo-
cal, institutional, and national levels is so necessary.

Strategies for Individual Teachers:
“Questioning Builds a Way”

Perhaps the most useful strategy we can suggest to teachers—
especially part-time and adjunct faculty and GTAs making deci-
sions about distance-education courses—is that of asking
questions. As Martin Heidegger noted, “questioning builds a way”
(1997, p. 1) of structuring the most appropriate relationship be-
tween humans and the technological environments within which
they have come to understand the world and function. Hence,
before, during, and after undertaking a distance-education as-
signment, we suggest that teachers engage themselves and other
distance-education stakeholders (e.g., students; administrators;
staff members; other part-time and adjunct faculty, and GTAs
who have taught distance-education courses) in intensive ques-
tioning. Administrators, technical staff members, and other fac-
ulty can assist in this effort by setting up social mechanisms for
listening—making every attempt to pay attention to the peda-
gogical, fiscal, and logistical needs and visions of teachers for
both humanistic and business-related reasons.

If we all listen well enough, answer and ask enough impor-
tant questions in connection to distance-education efforts, we
can construct improved working conditions for teachers who
engage in such efforts. And, simply put, it is only through this
collective effort to improve working conditions that we have a
chance of creating sustainable distance-education programs that
attract high-quality faculty.
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Many of the questions we suggest below are designed to iden-
tify the departmental and institutional support structures already
in place for distance-education classes. Because few institutions
are ahead of the distance-education curve, however, teachers can
expect to contact several administrators, technical staff members,
and advisors before they are able to obtain accurate information
and responses to these questions. Indeed, the level of difficulty or
ease teachers encounter in getting answers to these queries is one
indication of a department’s and institution’s preparedness for
dealing with distance-education issues.

4

Does the responsibility for distance-education courses rest with
a home department or with a unit elsewhere in the university
(e.g., continuing education, distance education)? ‘

Who is the primary administrative contact person for various
kinds of distance-education questions (e.g., student registration,
immediate and long-term technical problems, professional prepa-
ration, student complaints)?

In what ways are distance-education courses comparable to more
conventional courses on the campus (e.g., numbers of students,
location, logistics, scheduling, teaching support)?

How much does a distance-education course pay? How does
this rate of pay compare with that of a conventional course? Is
additional pay provided for developing instructional materials?
Who will own the copyright of those materials or control their
use after the class has ended?

Will this work be considered part of a departmental teaching
load or will it be an overload class?

What type of training and support is available on campus for
less-experienced distance-education instructors (e.g., access to a
knowledgeable technician as the class is being planned and taught,
access to a center for teaching support that will help in assess-
ment and instructional improvement efforts, access to experi-
enced teachers who will allow others to review their syllabi and
to observe their classes)?

What type of distance-education technologies are available for
the course (e.g., two-way interactive video, one-way video, two-
way audio, e-mail, the World Wide Web, asynchronous or syn-
chronous conferencing systems, integrated Web-based grading
and instructional systems)?
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¢ How many sites will be involved in the instruction effort (e.g.,
an on-campus classroom, remote sites)?

¢ How many students will be on site, off site, at each site? Does
this number match the class-size policy of the department for
conventional classes?

¢ Can distance-education teachers get access to student academic
profiles before the class begins?

& What are the prerequisites for the course (e.g., a knowledge of

the school’s distance-education system, a basic knowledge of
e computer-based communication strategies, previous course work,
; some face-to-face meetings), and who checks to see that the stu-
dents have met them?

. ¢ How will assignments, materials, and textbooks be provided to
‘ students (e.g., online, postal mail, Federal Express)? How will
students’ work be submitted to instructors? How quickly can
work be turned around?

& If quizzes or tests are given, are proctors required and made
available at each site?

¢ How will distance students be able to contact instructors if they
have specific questions?

b This list of questions, of course, is a limited one and one that
1 teachers should add to using a knowledge of their own local con-
ditions. In addition, as we have suggested, the most powerful
approaches to answering these questions will involve a multi-
2 plicity of perspectives. If departments and institutions can as-
‘ semble a diverse team of individuals to address distance-education
issues (e.g., adjunct, part-time;, GTA, and tenure-track teachers
who may have taught distance-education courses; administra-
tors involved in such efforts; staff members who support such
efforts), teachers who are asked to take on such courses have
access to multiple sources of local understandings.

Strategies for Departments and Institutions:
Working for the Involvement of Multiple Stakeholders

At the level of programs, departments, and institutions, a pro-
ductive engagement with distance-education issues must allow
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for wide variations in social, political, economic, and ideological
goals, as well as wide variations in the involvement of teachers,
students, administrators, citizens, and communities. In recogni-
tion of this fact, we provide the following suggestions:

¢ Programs, departments, and campuses that undertake distance-
education efforts constitute teams of stakeholders to administer
and advise on such programs—with the purpose of assembling
multiple perspectives on distance-education issues. Among the
possible members for such teams, consider students, faculty of
various ranks and status, department or unit administrators, tech-
nical staff members, and parents. Among the tasks that such
groups might productively adopt are the following: creating a
set of scheduling priorities that will provide adequate online ac-
cess for faculty, classes, individual students, and technical staff
members (all of whom have differing needs and goals for dis-
tance-education facilities and systems); choosing digital systems
that allow for important pedagogical values; identifying budget-
ary priorities that balance expenditures for many competing
pedagogical approaches; setting an acceptable level for access;
deciding on professional development opportunities that can lead
to excellent teaching; and working with libraries, community cen-
ters, and other public places to provide for low-cost access to com-
puters for citizens who do not have direct access to technology.

¢ Campuses that employ a significant proportion of part-time and
adjunct faculty and GTAs to teach distance-education courses
should involve a similar ratio of such individuals in decision-
making and policymaking groups. Hence, if 60 percent of dis-
tance-education courses are taught by part-time or adjunct
faculty, 60 percent of the representation on committees and
groups charged with setting distance-education policy (especially
policies about working conditions) and direction should also
come from this group.

¢ In campuswide distance-education committees, documents, and
policies, institutions should avoid establishing one, overly nar-
row, official version of distance education, or a version that privi-
leges only one, narrow version of online literacy. The most robust
and sustainable distance-education efforts will include the input
of various disciplines, stakeholders, and campus units, and mul-
tiple forms of literacy practices and values. Dawn Hayden’s ex-
perience—in which she had to apply simplistic broadcast-learning
technologies to the teaching of content typically presented in
robust, interactive, and collaborative literacy environments—
provides a cautionary tale in this regard.
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¢ Because all distance-education efforts involve the practice of tech-
nologically supported literacies, institutions and departments
need to involve teachers of English, composition, and language
arts at all levels. Such professionals can identify practical ways
of applying current scholarship and research on literacy to the
work done in distance-education facilities and programs.

Strategies for the Profession: Paying Attention
to the Effects of Distance Education

We have maintained throughout this chapter that the complex
social formation of distance education can provide a site from
which English studies professionals can make productive change.
More specifically, for the purposes of this collection, we argue
that distance education is a site from which we can begin to ad-
dress working conditions for adjunct and part-time faculty and
GTAs. Such efforts, however, cannot be undertaken by any single
set of players—and certainly not by adjunct and part-time fac-
ulty and GTAs alone. The power relations associated with such
appointments often places contingent faculty at a distinct disad-
vantage in arguing for new systems, new policies, new training
programs, and new distance-education pedagogies.

Hence, we also maintain that it is the responsibility of all
English studies professionals to take some responsibility for get-
ting national organizations to attend to distance-education is-
sues. In this section, we conclude by providing the following
suggestions for professional action:

¢ Create guidelines and standards for the working conditions of
English studies professionals employed in distance-education en-
vironments, or update existing documents to take the new situa-
tions generated by distance-education efforts into account. Such
documents—the Guidelines for the Workload of College English
Teachers (NCTE, 1987), the ADE Guidelines for Class Size and
Workload for College and University Teachers of English (MLA,
1980), or Statement of Principles and Standards for the
Postsecondary Teaching of Writing (Conference on College Com-
position and Communication, 1989)—for instance, could help set
reasonable professional standards for class size or course loads in
distance-education efforts; appropriate levels or routes of involve-
ment for part-time and adjunct faculty and GTAs in such efforts;
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and methods of assessing distance-education resources, pedagogi-
cal approaches, and student performance. Such documents might
also assist departmental and program administrators as they ar-
gue for increased resources to support distance-education programs.

Recognize that if written language and literacy practices are our
professional business, so is technology and distance-education ef-
forts. This recognition demands a series of carefully considered
and visible professional stands on a range of distance-education
issues now under debate in this country: for example, on issues of
access to distance-education technology and electronic literacy
environments, on issues of funding for distance education pro-
grams in English studies, on issues of assessment in distance-edu-
cation efforts, and on issues associated with the ownership of
distance-education materials (e.g., syllabi, videotapes, Web sites,
online transcripts of class discussions). We need to engage in much
more of this kind of professional activism, and more consistently.

Conduct additional research and scholarship focused on English
studies classes taught in distance-education formats and programs.
A recent report by the Institute for Higher Education Policy
(“What’s the Difference,” 1999), for example, indicates that cur-
rent research has a number of shortcomings, among them: empha-
sizing “student outcomes for individual courses rather than for a
total academic program,” taking into account “differences among
students” and accounting for their individual learning styles, ex-
plaining the higher drop-out rates associated with distance learn- -
ing, and identifying the impact of individual technologies rather
than the interaction of multiple technologies (pp. 23-28). We would
also benefit from additional examinations of the systems and cul-
tural formations associated with distance-education, and how such
formations shape the working conditions of various English stud-
ies professionals—among them, part-time and adjunct faculty and
GTAs. In addition, we would benefit from historical examinations
of the patterns (e.g., staffing, salaries, course loads, class sizes, at-
trition rates, performance assessments) established thus far in dis-
tance-education programs.

Help all English studies teachers—including part-time and adjunct
faculty and GTAs—get useful professional development in both
preservice and inservice venues and support for distance-educa-
tion efforts when they choose to undertake such activities.

Make sure that we do not teach English studies professionals
simply to participate in distance-education efforts; but rather, to
pay attention to the issues that result from (and contribute to)
such efforts, by using the tools of technology criticism, social
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theory, and computer studies to create an informed profession
and to help individuals develop their own critical consciousness
about distance education and technology use.

Back to the Beginning

In concluding this chapter, we return to the potential of distance-
education programs as a site for productive social action. Such
programs may well prove to be environments within which we
can begin to think carefully about and address the working con-
ditions of part-time and adjunct faculty and GTAs. At this point
in time, distance-education programs are relatively young and
their structuring within complex university and social formations
has just begun. Money and resources are flowing into these pro-
grams—although such resources are not always used in the ways
we might like to see. We may be able to take advantage of this
unsettled, if contested, terrain to affect productive change in these
programs by targeting improved working conditions for part-
time and adjunct faculty and GTAs as an initial goal.

And this project, in turn, may yield for the profession of En-
glish studies a richer sense of the potential of distance education.
We do not remember often enough how to value the diversity
and the contributions that adjunct and part-time faculty and GTAs
add to English studies and composition programs. But, as Latour
(1996) reminded us, stories always lack richness and accuracy
when they are told from a single perspective. In the case of dis-
tance-education efforts, the multiple perspectives that part-time
and adjunct faculty and GTAs can contribute to our understand-
ing may allow us to assemble a more robust and accurate under-
standing of distance learning as a social formation. And, if we
can pay respectful attention to these perspectives, we may be able
to imagine a future for distance education of which we can all be
proud.

Notes

1. By distance education, in general, we refer to instruction that is deliv-
ered to learners in locations geographically remote or dispersed from
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the environments a teacher inhabits. More specifically, in this paper, we
refer to computer-supported distance education—instruction delivered
online via e-mail, bulletin boards, MOOs and MUDs, the World Wide
Web, or other electronic literacy environments.

2. The growth of part-time and adjunct faculty populations in higher
education is staggering. In 1960-61, part-time and adjunct faculty ac-
counted for 35 percent of all faculty in higher education; in 1998, the
total had grown to 43-44 percent.
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A metalogue is a conversation about some problematic
Ik ' subject. This conversation should be such that not only
' do the participants discuss the problem but the structure
of the conversation as a whole is also relevant to the same
subject.

—GREGORY BATESON, Steps toward an Ecology of Mind

P en years ago, with the release of Scholarship Reconsidered.:-
] Priorities of the Professoriate, Ernest Boyer and his associ-
ates in the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teach-
ing challenged those of us in higher education to reconsider and
expand the definition of scholarship that currently drives our
work. Arguing that higher education in America can remain vital
only if it develops a more creative view of the work of the profes-
soriate, Boyer urged us “to move beyond the old ‘teaching versus
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research debate,’” and to reconsider scholarship in terms of four
separate, but overlapping kinds of academic work: the scholar-
ship of discovery (work that adds to human knowledge and to
the intellectual life of the academy), the scholarship of integra-
tion (work that makes connections between and among knowl-
edge developed within disciplinary communities and that places
disciplinary knowledge in broader contexts), the scholarship of
application (work that emerges when academics’ theories and
practices interanimate one another), and the scholarship of teach-
ing (work that transmits, transforms, and extends knowledge to
others, some of whom may themselves become scholars).!

Emerging as it did amid a sea of reports finding serious fault
with the quality of university-level teaching in America, it is not
surprising that educators in colleges, universities, and professional
associations began to address Boyer’s challenge in discussions of
the scholarship of teaching.? The American Association of Higher
Education took up the challenge in the context of discussions of
educational reform, faculty roles and rewards, and more recently
in discussions of new career paths in higher education. In an early
publication emerging from these discussions, The Teaching Port-
folio: Capturing the Scholarship of Teaching (1991), Russell
Edgerton, Patricia Hutchings, and Kathleen Quinlan note the
authority that Boyer’s theoretical construct—the scholarship of
teaching—contributes to their interest in improving the quality
of teaching in higher education. Grounding their practical con-
cerns in Boyer’s concept, they write:

At bottom, the concept [of a scholarship of teaching] entails a
view that teaching, like other scholarly activities . . . relies on a
base of expertise, a “scholarly knowing” that needs to and can
be identified, made public, and evaluated; a scholarship that fac-
ulty themselves must be responsible for monitoring. (p. 1)

To demonstrate the existence of a base of expertise about
teaching, Edgerton, Hutchings, and Quinlan draw readers’ at-
tention to work that Lee Shulman, professor of education and
psychology at Stanford University and Boyer’s successor as presi-
dent of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teach-
ing, has conducted with colleagues in Stanford University’s
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Teacher Assessment Project. In a body of empirical studies of
effective teachers’ practice and in the theory of pedagogy that
Shulman has built upon those studies, Edgerton, Hutchings, and
Quinlan find a knowledge base about teaching that they require.?
They find particularly generative Shulman’s concept of a peda-
gogy of substance (pedagogy that transforms disciplinary knowl-
edge into student understandings) because it provides means for
identifying and assessing the different shapes that effective teach-
ing takes when different teachers teach the subject matter of dif-
ferent disciplines to different students in different settings.*

To demonstrate that it is possible for teachers to represent
their work to one another and for peers to evaluate the quality of
one another’s teaching based on representations of that teaching,
Edgerton, Hutchings, and Quinlan draw readers’ attention to the
work of the Canadian Association of University Teachers and
Peter Seldin, professor of management at Pace University. Based
on these bodies of work, they identify the teaching portfolio as a
means by which teachers may represent their work for peer re-
view.> What attracts Edgerton, Hutchings, and Quinlan to the
teaching portfolio is its potential to “capture the complexities of
teaching”; to “place responsibility for evaluating teaching in the
hands of faculty”; to prompt more reflective teaching practice
and the improvement of teaching; and to “foster a culture of
teaching and a new discourse about it” (1991, pp. 4-6).

Since publication of Scholarship Reconsidered and The Teach-
ing Portfolio: Capturing the Scholarship of Teaching, a steadily
growing number of colleges and universities have begun to re-
quire faculty in tenure-eligible roles to include among the materi-
als they submit for reappointment, tenure, and promotion
evidence of their scholarship of teaching, more often than not in
the form of teaching portfolios, composed sometimes of speci-
fied documents (e.g., a statement of a philosophy of teaching,
sample syllabi, student evaluations) and sometimes of self-selected
ones. While such a requirement sends an important message—
the academy values the scholarship of teaching as well as what
Boyer calls the scholarship of discovery—it too-often positions
preparation and discussion of teaching portfolios exclusively
within the practices and discourse of evaluation.
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When academics publish for critical review what Boyer calls
contributions to the scholarship of discovery, works composed
to advance or enrich understanding of unresolved or emerging
questions in their fields of study, the focus of their attention is
usually on problematic issues in their fields of study. By contrast,
however, when faculty submit teaching portfolios to committees
entrusted with their reappointment, tenure, and promotion, they
tend to illustrate the ways in which their teaching fulfills gener-
ally held concepts of already-valued teaching practices. From a
rhetorical perspective—in light of the audience, purpose, and
occasion for the composition of these portfolios—this is not sur-
prising.

Teaching portfolios designed to explore the problematics of
teaching rather than display the achievements of teachers, while
few and far between, do exist and are read for the insights into
teaching that they provide, rather than for displays of teaching
accomplishments, by colleagues who are invested in and grap-
pling with the teaching projects and issues explored in those port-
folios. Our point is not that faculty who present their contributions
to the scholarship of discovery do not also offer the best examples
of that work for review. Rather, our point is that the contexts
within which and the purposes for which teaching portfolios are
typically read and evaluated differ from those in which articles
and books understood to be contributions to the scholarship of
discovery are read and criticized. Rarely are teaching portfolios
read as contributions to a scholarly community’s investigation of
a perplexing problem, as contributions that push, extend, even
challenge a body of existing and shared discourse and discursive
practices.® More often, portfolios are read as artifactual evidence
of individual teachers’ achievements in transmitting an already-
existing body of knowledge in practices and courses that readers
will find familiar. In other words, they are rarely read as teaching
discoveries, which leads us to question whether Boyer’s distin-
guishing the scholarships of discovery, integration, application,
and teaching from one another for the purposes of drawing at-
tention to scholarship’s many faces and emphases may be read as
leaving grounds for the “old ‘teaching versus research’ debate”
still in place.
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If teaching portfolios are to figure as more than a body of
portraits of effective teaching; if they are to figure as contribu-
tions to a scholarship of teaching, as Edgerton, Hutchings, and
Quinlan suggest that they have potential to do, they will need to
be composed and read as discoveries about teaching and the sub-
jects taught, as evidence of the integration of new and familiar
understandings of teaching and the subjects taught as well as
scholarly applications of what is known about teaching particu-
lar subjects to particular students in particular times and places.
In them, teacher-scholars working in communities (whether those
teachers be connected in time and space by their responsibility
for realizing a coherent curriculum with a particular group of
students in a particular program, department, college, or univer-
sity, or teachers connected across contexts by their responsibility
for teaching a common course such as Introductory Composi-
tion) will need to find insights into practices, issues, and ques-
tions that teaching communities have defined as problematic about
teaching the subject(s) they teach to the students they teach un-
der the circumstances in which they teach.

In the decade since publication of The Teaching Portfolio
and widespread use of the portfolio as evidence of the scholar-
ship of teaching, a demonstration of how teaching portfolios can
and do figure as contributions to a discourse of teaching and to
the improvement of teaching in a culture with a commonly agreed
upon pedagogical project, remains unfulfilled.” Why? Perhaps it
is because faculty in programs and departments in which a dis-
course of teaching exists and in which teaching portfolios are
read and valued for the quality of their contributions to that dis-
course, for the scholarship of discoveries about teaching that they
make public—while they do exist—are few and far between. Per-
haps it is because a disproportionate number of those few and
far between communities are ones in fields such as composition
studies, fields in which large numbers of part-time and adjunct
faculty have been hired to fulfill the community’s teaching re-
sponsibilities. And perhaps it is because it is not customary for
scholars and administrators in higher education to look to con-
tingent faculty for guidance in the development of new bodies of
scholarship, even—as in this case—when it makes sense to do so.
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In an effort to address this gap, we draw readers’ attention
to a program whose declared purpose has been to form a culture
of teaching, a writing program in which part-time and adjunct
faculty have been supported and encouraged to develop a schol-
arship of teaching that is informed by theory and practice in the
broader field of composition studies, a field originally called into
being by the introductory composition course (often entitled
Freshman English) that its practitioners were challenged to in-
vent and teach.® We believe that programs such as this one have
much to teach us about the potential of teaching portfolios “to
capture the complexities of teaching,” “to prompt more reflec-
tive teaching practice and the improvement of teaching,” “to foster
a culture of teaching and the development of a discourse about
it” (Edgerton, Hutchings, Quinlan, pp. 4-6), and—we would
add—to demonstrate that the scholarship of teaching is not one
among several overlapping scholarships but a holistic scholar-
ship of discovery, integration, application, and teaching, all at
once, altogether.

Syracuse University Writing Program

Established in 1986 in accordance with a set of heuristic plan-
ning documents, the Syracuse University Writing Program was
designed to enable its ten tenure-track faculty, approximately
seventy professional writing instructors, and fifty graduate stu-
dent teaching assistants enrolled in the Department of English to
do two things collectively: (1) to construct the program’s four-
course studio writing curriculum and (2) to conduct inquiries
into their teaching and their students’ learning that would enable
them continuously to assess and amend the program’s planning
documents, its curriculum, and their teaching practices.’ In other
words, from the outset, teachers in Syracuse’s Writing Program
have been about the business of developing a scholarship of teach-
ing that would emerge from and inform their critical teaching
practice simultaneously.

Among the activities in which teachers develop a scholarship
of teaching are the following ones: Teachers meet in groups of
ten to twelve in contractually required weekly gatherings to dis-
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cuss matters arising in their current teaching; some meet in self-
appointed groups to develop or revise one or another of the four
studio writing courses that constitute the program’s spiral cur-
riculum; some write for or edit issues of Reflections in Writing, a
program journal that publishes teachers’ and, occasionally, stu-
dents’ research; some plan, organize, conduct workshops, or oth-
erwise participate in one of the program’s two annual mini-
conferences; some organize or participate in Conversations in
Composition, colloquies of issues or authors of special interest
to them; some co-plan and/or co-teach one or another studio
writing course. All compose teaching portfolios.!°

Early on, it was determined that if part-time and adjunct fac-
ulty in the Syracuse Writing Program were to be recognized as
the professional writing instructors they had been entitled, they
themselves would have to determine the standards for their teach-
ing and be responsible for judging whether or not those stan-
dards were being fulfilled to their satisfaction. As a result, a process
and practices for peer evaluation were developed by professional
writing instructors in collaboration with program directors (see
Lipson and Voorheis, this volume). Teaching portfolios were cho-
sen to be the vehicle that instructors would use to represent their
work for peer review.!! It was decided that each portfolio would
represent three perspectives on an- instructor’s work: (1) the
instructor’s, (2) the instructor’s students’, and (3) the instructor’s
colleagues’. Each would include self-selected artifacts of instruc-
tors’ teaching (e.g., syllabi, writing assignments, comments on
students’ papers, case studies of student writers, students’ writ-
ing, reports or transcriptions of conversations in which the in-
structor discussed curriculum development projects). In each case,
instructors would compose a reflective essay to introduce peer
reviewers to the materials they chose to collect in the portfolio
and the “argument” they wished to make based on those materials.

From the outset, teachers in the program have composed
teaching portfolios not only to represent their teaching to one
another for contract and merit review but also to collect, reflect
on, and place in dialogue with one another a constellation of
conversations underway in the program (e.g., those taking place
in contractually required teacher discussion groups, those taking
place in curriculum development groups, those taking place in
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mini-conferences) and a constellation of teaching genres of their
own and their colleagues’ composition (e.g., syllabi, writing as-
signments, commentary on student papers, classroom observa-
tions, case studies of student writers, articles written for the
in-house journal). Like all texts that are written for the purpose
of developing the ideas and practices of a community, in the Syra-
cuse Writing Program teaching portfolios and their contents are
public and influential documents not only because they serve as
the basis for promotion and merit reviews but also because they
constitute one body of this teaching community’s published lit-
erature, within which, against which, in terms of which the mean-
ingfulness and usefulness of new contributions are read and
evaluated.?

In our view, teaching portfolios and the genres of teaching
they contain—composed as they are, in and for the benefit of a
community invested in the ideas and practices they define, de-
scribe, and model—constitute a discourse that documents a base
of expertise that is made public, evaluated, and monitored by
faculty themselves. At its core, this discourse does something that
Lee Shulman describes as constitutive of the “new” scholarship
for which Ernest Boyer called. It makes the ideas and practices it
documents accessible for exchange and use by other members of
the community (Shulman, 1998).

The Reflective Essay: A Window onto
the Scholarship of Teaching

All discourse is intertextual. The discourse in which a scholar-
ship of teaching develops is no exception. Because instructors in
the Syracuse Writing Program recognize the reflective essays they
compose to introduce their portfolios to peer readers as occasions
to bring conversations, inquiries, and genres of teaching and learn-
ing into dialogue with one another, these essays may be under-
stood as intertextual examples of the discourse of the community.
As such, they can serve as telling examples of the nature of a
scholarship of teaching that is being developed in large measure
by adjunct and part-time faculty in the field of composition.'
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In this essay, we present substantial chunks of reflective es-
says that two instructors in the Syracuse Writing Program—
Amanda Brown and John Starkweather—composed to introduce
their teaching portfolios to peer reviewers. We do this for six
reasons: first, to support our argument that a substantial schol-
arship of teaching is being developed in the academy by adjunct
and part-time faculty who teach, inquire into their teaching and
their students’ learning, and publish the results of their inquiries
in various venues that include, but are not limited to, teaching
portfolios; second, to illustrate how these essays integrate, apply,
and extend conversations under way, genres under development,
and understandings in place in the Writing Program and in the
field of composition studies.

Third, we present these excerpts to illustrate the kinds of
contributions that instructors in the writing program value. Peer
reviewers who read their teaching portfolios asked Brown and
Starkweather to publish their reflective essays broadly in the pro-
gram for the benefit of us all. Brown was invited to integrate the
materials that she collected and discussed in her portfolio into
her reflective essay in order that the essay might be read more
easily by colleagues without access to her entire portfolio.
Starkweather was invited to publish his reflective essay in the in-
house journal, Reflections in Writing, that was to be devoted to
advanced writing, a topic that Starkweather explores in his re-
flective essay.

Fourth, we present them to demonstrate the different ways
in which instructors’ teaching portfolios typically document, ex-
plore, theorize, and problematize one or another studio writing
course and its relationship to other courses in the writing
program’s four-course curriculum;'* fifth, to illustrate how teach-
ing portfolios in the writing program figure as discoveries gleaned
from “experiments in teaching and learning” rather than as reports-
of accomplished executions of already-established practices;'’
sixth, to demonstrate that instructors compose these essays for
an audience of colleagues they know will evaluate them on the
basis of their usefulness—what Gary L. Anderson and Kathryn
Herr might call their practical validity'®—as well as for the dis-
coveries they advance about teaching and learning in composi-
tion studies.
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As we reread the reflective essays that introduce Amanda
Brown’s and John Starkweather’s and others’ teaching portfolios
in the Syracuse Writing Program, we find ourselves reading a
multivocal literature that Gregory Bateson would likely have
called a metalogue, a conversation about a problematic subject
in which the structure of the conversation is also relevant to the
subject (1972, p. 1). It is a literature composed of context-spe-
cific allusions. In this way, it is not unlike other literature of par-
ticular disciplinary communities, which is composed of allusions
to known scholarship and to address questions of concern in the
field in which it functions. It is a literature composed of multiple
genres, many of them also context-specific. In this way, it is not
unlike literatures that have developed at the intersection of dif-
ferent discourse traditions, such as the literature that emerged as
sociolinguistics. It is a literature that achieves such universality
as it may achieve through its acute particularity. In this way, it is
not unlike anthropological literature. It is a literature that docu-
ments events from the perspective of those who are living through
those events. In this way, it is not unlike phenomenological re-
search. It is a literature that accounts for what it describes. In
this way it is not unlike a theoretical argument. And it is a litera-
ture that envisions more successful future practice even as it re-
flects on past practice. In this way it is not unlike a utopian
literature. We use the term utopian here in the same sense that
Richard Rorty uses it in his important book Contingency, Irony,
and Solidarity (1989). In Rorty’s view, we have “no way to step
outside the various vocabularies we have employed and find a
metavocabulary which somehow takes account of all possible
vocabularies, all possible ways of judging and feeling” (p. xvi).
As part-time and adjunct faculty in the Syracuse Writing Pro-
gram construct images of their future work with colleagues and
students, they do so in “narratives which connect the present
with the past, on the one hand, and with utopian futures on the
other” (p. xvi).

Because the function of instructors’ reflective essays is not
only to introduce and explain materials they have included in
their portfolios but also to make those materials available to peers
for use in the creation of better courses, in the development of
better practices, in their professional growth and development,
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instructors typically follow one of H. P. Grice’s cardinal rules of
conversational implicature (1975): Speaking in familiar terms,
they say something meaningful about one or another topic under
discussion in the program.

Amanda Brown’s Reflective Essay (1992)

When Amanda Brown begins the reflective essay she writes to
introduce her 1992 Teaching Portfolio with reference to a project
she is working to develop with twelve other instructors in the
Writing Program that positions teachers and students as co-re-
searchers of literacy learning, she signals her readers that she
composed her portfolio to contribute to ongoing discussion of
communal work in the Odyssey Project.'” Whether or not her
readers are involved in the project’s development, Brown knows
that they have heard about it and are interested in it:

On the first day of class and often throughout the semester, | told my stu-
dents about the nature of the Odyssey Project, its purposes and goals, as
well as the fact that it was a new idea for Studio | that my fellow Odyssey
instructors and | would be necessarily planning and revising as it unfolded.
An instructor in my coordinating group always used the phrase “driving at
night” to refer to the experience of trying to work through as well as pull off
new teaching projects. | borrowed the phrase in speaking to my class about
the uncertainties and excitement we would encounter; | claimed the exper-
tise of an experienced driver, but called upon them for flexibility, a bit more
patience, and thoughtful feedback along the trip. The journey would require
more care and energy on my part and theirs to reach the point toward which
we were all headed together, but would be something of a shared adven-
ture. | hoped this set a good tone for my students and me as we began our
work in Writing 105 (WRT)using our writing and reading to inquire into the
development of effective literacy practices, that is practices of writing and
reading.

With her opening words, Brown makes clear to her portfolio
readers that she will be relating her discussion of the Odyssey
Project to other conversations in the writing program (e.g., con-
versations among the group of instructors with whom she talks
about teaching weekly). Because she plans to focus her discussion
on the new course she has developed, Brown also alerts readers to
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the fact that she is engaged in, and is engaging her students in, a
valued program practice: collaborative research. While she may
be teaching a new course, an unfamiliar one, she is an expert, an
“experienced” driver, whose course is constructed of thoughtful
planning and sound practices for teaching composition.

To illustrate one way in which scholarship of teaching is be-
ing developed by part-time and adjunct faculty in the Syracuse
Writing Program (through careful examination of the work stu-
dents are able to produce as a result of program teaching and
curricula), we reproduce a substantial portion of the version of
the reflective essay in which Brown places in dialogue her sylla-
bus, writing assignments, conversations that took place in her
coordinating group'® and in the Odyssey Project Planning Group,
one of her students’ class magazines, and her student evaluations
to support the “argument” her teaching portfolio advances. We
also reproduce portions of Brown’s reflective essay to highlight
one of the defining characteristics of the scholarship of teaching
that is being developed in this teaching culture: In it, students’
and teachers’ work inform one another reciprocally.

After introducing the subject of her portfolio (her work with
colleagues to develop an Odyssey section of WRT 105), Brown
turns readers’ attention to the course itself:

The first unit worked pretty well. In my portfolio, | have included the
class magazine of literacy autobiographies. The following assignment that
led to this class magazine asked students to theorize their own literacy
development:

Be sure to consider the negative influences as well as the positive;
often the difficulties in the development of one’s literacy will tell as
much or more of the real story than the successes. So consider
both those events and forces that supported its development as
well as those that constrained its development. Try to theorize about
what drove and what hindered your development. Once you have
reached some conclusions, and it's O.K. if they are somewhat ten-
tative ones, organize your paper to communicate those claims
clearly to your reader.

| expect the papers to go beyond surface narrative to an analysis
of the significance of what you are recording about the develop-
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ment of your literacy. . . . Do not shy away from representing impor-
tant complexities; do not make your story much simpler than it was.

To me the most difficult task | asked of students in this assignment
was to theorize their literacy learning. When | asked students to theorize,
| was asking them to name and analyze those phenomena that supported
their literacy development as well as those that undermined it; and, if pos-
sible, to account for why their literacy was supported or undermined by
the things they identified. Students were able to do this to varying de-
grees. Some theorizing is evident in the papers of Linda, Larry, and Jane.
For example, Linda tries to figure out why she was so much more suc-

cessful as a reader than as a writer:

. . . Reading and writing eventually became two separate enti-
ties. . . . | knew that there were types of books out there that |
could enjoy because | had read them when | was younger, but
there was no evidence of a writing style or type that suited me
best. One of the main reasons was because | didn’t have to write
until high school. . . .

| often ask myself, what is it that makes me have this inferi-
ority complex about writing? There are two possible solutions
that | can offer myself. First, in my formative years, my mother
carefully taught me the basics of reading, but there was no nur-
turing for writing. The subconscious message that | got from both
my mother and school was that | could put writing off until later—
that it wasn’t as important. And when | had begun to get writing
assignments for homework, | felt | was too old to go to my mother
for help. By the third grade | did all of my homework without pa-
rental supervision, so going to her in the ninth and tenth grades
seemed too awkward for both of us. So, | kept quiet and struggled
through writing as best as | could.

The second possible reason may be that | put pressure on
myself because | feel pressure from society to write well. | stress
myself out trying to express myself correctly and also appeal to
the reader and the teacher. . . .

The content of several [students’ literacy autobiographies] were amaz-
ing (e.g., Tuan, a student who was unable to complete the course, wrote
of his mentoring experience in his native South Vietnam and in his first
school in Massachusetts); the insights in others were equally amazing (e.g.,
with self-awareness and openness, Sheila explains her antiliteracy bias
and theorizes about her relationship to a literacy which she identifies as
something apart from her):
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My most vivid, and therefore most important, memories revolve
around people and actions, not reading and writing. People are
much more rewarding when the petty competition of grades is dis-
posed of. This is where | get my concept that the study of people is
more important then [sic] either literacy or the study of literacy.
[Earlier in the paper, writing in responses to her peers’ developing
literacy autobiographies, Sheila indicates the reasons for her dis-
interest in texts, for her preference for engagement with people. At
this time in her thinking about these issues, she understands these
preferences as mutually exclusive.]

Maybe it was not only this lack of early motivation and cute
bonding experiences but also a general feeling of unease which
made me undesirous of reading. You see, my parents did not fail in
trying to instill in me a love for reading. They never tried. It was not
a lack of positive influences which kept me from reading at an early
age, but a lack of influences at all. . . . They were not fairy tale
parents, and | have never expected them to be so.

To sit down and devote your attention to an inanimate object
you must trust your environment. The real world was odd enough
without reading fantasy stories. And when my parents neither pun-
ished nor rewarded my actions, accomplishments do [sic] not seem
to mean that much.

Sheila goes on to note her desire to keep up with the others, citing
examples of fooling those around her into thinking she knew certain lit-
eracy skills; the importance of her second-grade teacher’s attention; the.
continuing motivation to compete for attention from teachers; and the pain
of excelling when it functioned to separate her from her peers in later
grades, grades in which teachers did not pay so much attention to indi-
vidual students or perhaps their need to be popular with their peers.

Len’s literacy autobiography also goes into negative experiences of
literacy development. Both Sheila and Len had trouble later, making me
believe that their difficulties were deep-seated. Initially | thought each,
especially Sheila, who was a very fine contributor in class discussions,
would gain real ground over the semester, but both Sheila and Len chose
not to invest themselves as fully as was necessary for them to be suc-
cessful in the more complex, later projects in the course. | think, but may
be wrong as they were anonymous, that Len is the student who wrote in
his student evaluation of the course that he did not get enough “basic
writing.” We needed to talk more about what he meant by “basic writing”
and what he needed to do to attend to his own writing needs. | regret this
concern getting by me. But my larger question here is whether their histo-
ries were haunting them, perhaps causing them to have less tolerance for
the frustration that other students were willing to meet, address, and push
past as they undertook challenging projects? Their experience suggests
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to me that negative literacy experience is not easily countered, even in a
Studio dedicated to the project.

Directing her discussion to peer reviewers, Brown illustrates
and analyzes the quality of her students’ responses to her first
writing assignment. Following her analyses, she raises a question
for future study: Do the frustrations of students’ prior literacy
experiences influence the extent to which they are willing to meet,
address, and push past challenges, even in courses designed to
help them overcome their frustrations and improve their literacy?

Returning readers’ attention to the course that is the focus of
her discussion, Brown composes her retrospective with her sights
on the future, with what she will do “next time”:

The Ethnography Unit, Unit II, took two full-fledged passes to be worth-
while. The first drafts that students produced in response to their studies
of the literacy practices and cultures of groups on the Syracuse University
campus were full, but too report-like. The discoveries they were making
as a result of their inquiries and observations were minimal; maximizing
those discoveries was the purpose of the project. In our discussions, teach-
ers of the Odyssey sections of WRT 105 decided to do some revising of
the parameters of the ethnography assignment. Originally we had asked
students to compose ethnographies focusing on literacy practices of the
groups they were studying. As we revised our assignment, some of us did
not require our students to focus on the literacy practices. The sacrifice of
the literacy focus was made in response to the difficulties students had in
finding a suitable group to study that would work for them in a practical
way. .

Some of my students continued to focus on the literacy practices of
the groups they were studying (e.g., Larry, football literacy; Kathy, art vo-
cabulary; Sam, the use of Spanish in the student organization, La Casa).
Others, however, did not (e.g., Tiffany had a very good ethnography of the
Outing Club—full of discoveries about the club community, but with little to
do with literacy, unless you count her analysis of the typical opening joke
at the meetings.) Currently, | think that next time | will ask students for an
ethnography of the literacy practices in a course they are taking at the
time.

The challenge the students found in doing the second unit of the course
led me to ask them to revise what became their first “final drafts”; | was
determined to have them go back and push for discoveries because these
discoveries were the intellectual purpose of the project. | could not bear to
let go of our investment in the project without students’ experiencing its
intellectual virtues. In this rewriting project, all students revised their pa-
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pers purposefully. Still their achievements varied. John, for example, writ-
ing about the lacrosse team, recorded more observations and asked fur-
ther questions about the significance of what he could see in the interactions
of members of the lacrosse teams and their coach, but he never under-
stood the ethnographic project as Larry did. Larry defined in detail what
constituted football literacy for a group in his dorm to which he belonged:
the “gridiron junkies.” In his ethnography, Larry named the common expe-
riences or themes in their backgrounds that led the junkies to their inter-
ests and practices. He inquired into how what constituted “football literacy”
for his group did not constitute it for another community. In this way Larry
replicated classroom discussions in which we determined that what con-
stituted literacy for the Amish did not constitute literacy for the “English”
community.

| had much to reflect on as | taught, and | do again now as | rethink
this ethnography unit. For example, fulfilling this assignment, a technically
weak writer, such as Tracy, who examined the contrasting styles of her
three art-studio teachers and theorized the significance of what she ob-
served about their teaching, composed a better essay than students who
wrote well, described fully and accurately, but did not discover anything
much that they didn’t know at the beginning of the paper. An example of
this kind of ethnography is Kevin's paper on the football team. Kevin as an
insider, a manager of the SU team, and son of someone who worked for
the Buffalo Bills, could report much interesting information to his less-knowl-
edgeable readers. But all he had to tell got in the way of an inquiry of his
own into the meaning of what he could see. He learned some things—he
was able to articulate more about competition between players in prac-
tices, particularly pre-season practice, for “rights” to “repetitions” of ele-
ments of their kind of plays during practice and the cycle of privilege players
could enter once they got the repetitions. (The more practice of one’s
plays, the better a player performed, the more practice time the player
was assured.) My point is that the paper might read well, but in terms of
the project’s goal of having students discover new knowledge in the course
of doing the ethnography, it did not succeed as well as a paper such as
Tracy's, a paper that does not read as well.

Another intended effect of this project was to train (“train” sounds like
a lower form of teaching, but it was a lot like training in the repetitious
learning of a small, basic move) students to move from concrete support
to claims. We had an interesting discussion about “observations,” finally
defining them as claims that are developed over time—that are not appar-
ent in an initial “viewing” no matter how clear the view. This definition for
the purposes of getting at the rewards of ethnographic observation was
one our class developed as a research community develops its common
understandings of the object(s) of its study. Perhaps the training my stu-
dents will carry away with them from this work is the practice of supporting
claims and “observing” past the surface of things. For example, in his
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paper written about the conflict between wrestling and academics, Joe'’s
success with his ethnography of a dorm group who played video games
and studied together, carried over to his next paper. From the beginning of
the semester, Joe expressed himself awkwardly in his writing. In his final
paper, he still does so at many points. Furthermore, in his final paper, Joe
is still unable to make connections beyond his own experience, but what
he continues to do that he first did in his ethnography, is to proceed through
inquiry to interpret experience, in this case not others’ but his own. The
claims of the paper are well supported and complicated, because he is try-

ing to be faithful to what his inquiry actually uncovers.

Disappointed with the third part of the course, Brown offers
her peer reviewers a self-evaluation of her work:

In their final paper, | asked students to project themselves forward,
but by design, or maybe | should say because of time constraints, they
never had the potential to go all the way with this move. The handout

describes the project:

This paper has been referred to as “the theory paper.” What does
that mean? By theory | mean a range of possible things. For some
of you it will mean analyzing experience and coming to some con-
clusions about it. Some of you began to theorize in your literacy
autobiographies when you reflected on your own experiences with
reading and writing, analyzed that experience, and came to some
conclusions as to the meaning of it (i.e., the support of my parents
was key to my success; for me competition was most important;
my failures were due to giving in to peer pressure and rebelling
against my parents’ overly strict attitudes; all my success was due
to certain key teachers and all my troubles to my need to be a
basketball hero). You might want to take one of the ideas you con-
sidered in your own autobiography (or one that was there but you
didn’t consider) and reconsider it in the larger context of any or all
of our readings (Rose, Dillard, Fishman, Rodriguez, and Freire)
and the experiences of your classmates (class magazine of lit-
eracy autobiographies). Or start with an idea from one of the read-
ings and make connections to other readings or to your own
experience, experience that may or may not have been consid-
ered in your autobiography. There may also be connections to be
made to your ethnographic work, but in any case to examine, ob-
serve, and make claims about the meaning or significance of these
ideas, you will need to work as carefully as an ethnographer. By
thinking about experiences in new ways and making connections,
you will be making discoveries as you did as an ethnographer.
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What is theory? Analysis, observations, claims, conclusions, ac-
counts, definitions, visions, perceptions, insights, beliefs, values,
assumptions, concepts, and/or ideas. By working to articulate such
theory, we make more visible our beliefs and assumptions—by
making them more visible, we can see what problems they present
and revise them for strength and usefulness.

Students entered this project uncertain of how to theorize about some
aspect of literacy although most had made pretty good choices of topics
for these three- to four-page papers; they seemed feasible and of real
interest to them. Students began their work to understand the task of theo-
rizing about their own experiences in one of three ways. Some launched
into wholly new territory (e.g., Sheila analyzed her letter writing; Sam evalu-
ated our studio class through the lens of Freireian thought). The largest
group focused on one aspect of their literacy experience, and as they
worked to analyze it more thoroughly and relate it to other experiences
and readings, they developed broader claims (e.g., Adam indicated how
he had to change his previously successful literacy practices when they
no longer served him; Tiffany wrote about the use of standardized testing
for groupings in public school; Kevin about assigned aspects of readings;
Joe about the interference both positive and negative of sports with aca-
demics; Nick of the influence of having Greek spoken at home and En-
glish at school; Jane on the principle of reinforcement; Karen on the effect
of siblings on one’s literacy development). A couple of students (e.g., Larry
and Linda) expanded the original analyses they had developed of their
literacy learning in their autobiographies, this time making connections
between their experiences and the experiences of others. The best thing
about these third papers was the topics students picked—they owned them,
and they were topics of broader significance. But students’ visions of what
could be done with the papers outstretched their reach.

One problem they faced was unfamiliarity with the messy, highly quali-
fied, rarely-across-the-board nature of claim-making. For example, Nick
ended up in a quandary because of his expectations that he needed a
theory that would work for both him and his brother about the effects of
their parents’ unfamiliarity with American education and difficulty with En-
glish. He also confused an analysis of the reasons for his difficulties, with
the idea of making excuses for his difficulties which he would not allow
himself to do. A paper that met my initial modest hopes for the assignment
was Linda’s, which took an appropriate topic, both in nature and size, and
theorized about it. Linda’s topic choice required her to account for phe-
nomena that had roots in her own experience but moved her beyond it.
She was concerned with why it was more difficult to develop as a writer

than as a reader. She introduces her paper with a description of its project:
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It is intriguing that many of my friends including myself have had
more problems with writing than reading. But why? Is it the Ameri-
can educational system, our parents, fear of competition or just
plain lack of interest? In my final paper for Writing studio 105 | will
discuss the psychological reasons and hopefully offer a solution to
this problem.

Linda’s text indicates that she is beginning to discover and create
new knowledge through her ability to inquire and theorize. This was the
kind of thing | imagined students doing with the third project. As a paper it
is not bad; with a rigorous rewrite it could be good—interesting and thought-
provoking to the reader, satisfying to Linda. | could see the effects of her
work in ethnography and in class in this last paper. Her ethnography was
about a newspaper on campus, The Black Voice, which she had joined as
a reporter during the course of the fall semester, but she could not get
enough distance from it to make many ethnographic discoveries. Her eth-
nography improved, but did not take leaps. In her final paper, however,
she works ethnographically to extend the claims she made about her own
literacy learning in her literacy autobiography to claims about the literacy
learning of others. She also talks about the educational system and the
role of positive feedback to a developing writer. Her voice is much stronger
than it has previously been. :

Linda’s is not the best paper. Sam’s and Larry’s are more successful.
Her’s, however, does represent growth. Sam and Larry were strong stu-
dents in September; their success is continuous. In this third project, Linda
can be seen as growing as a writer, as can Tiffany, Joe, and John. Speak-
ing generally, students’ achievements in composing the final “theory” pa-
per range from Karen's and Stacy’s papers which are so simple as to be
trivial, to Sam’s paper which is entirely theoretical and Larry’s which is an
excellent mix of experience and theory.

Most significantly, there was a large group of B-minuses (5) from stu-
dents from whom | expected better. If it hadn’t been the last paper with no
chance for a rewrite, these grades would have been C+s. For example,
Adam’s paper didn't go far enough into what it means for a student to
have to change a successful approach to writing papers, an approach that
has served the student well, an approach the student does not wish to
relinquish; Adam just reports that giving up an outgrown literacy practice -
was a problem for him and some others. He simply details the negatives
of such an experience. Adam, Nick, and others were the ideal candidates
for another ten days of the semester in which we could rewrite these texts,
complicating, developing, and qualifying their ideas through conferencing
and rewriting. They and the others had the ability and—now—the material
to develop into papers that would have been as effective as Linda’s or

e
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Joe’s. Had these students composed the papers they were on the verge
of composing, the course would have ended more successfully in my mind.

It's not that the products of students’ writing in writing courses are
most important, but to move through a process to a reasonably sound
paper that handles the intellectual requests of the assignment is an expe-
rience that students should have, especially at the end. And it is an expe-
rience that teachers need to see their students have. Given what did happen
in my course, | ended up writing extensive commentary on students’ pa-
pers and course work, duplicating their papers, and mailing them to stu-
dents at home. This was the best | could do.

In the midst of my initial disappointment, | was angry. The semester is
so short; why don’t we require that students take more writing courses
beyond the two studios? And if they do not, why don't more, many more,
teachers in other areas of the university pay attention to students as writ-
ers? Is assigning the development of writers to the writing program allow-
ing others to forget their responsibility to these developing thinkers? Why
don’t we just get them coming and going; in writing class and in biology, in
art history and in fashion design—write, write, write. They have all this
potential and not enough time to have them realize it. As | mailed their
papers to my students, | became calmer. Perhaps they will spiral back to
think about writing as they proceed. If they join an Odyssey section of
WRT 205, they surely will because our teachers’ group is talking about
these issues even now and planning for ways to address them in the WRT
205s that we will teach in the spring of 1993. Still, I'd like to see these
students do more, | think in particular because they were so invested in
their last inquiry, their last paper—it belonged to them, and they knew it,
but they couldn’t quite see at the end of the semester how to push it for-
ward more successfully. | hope that they have an opportunity to go back to
this kind of paper again.

Several months after she submitted her teaching portfolio for
review—responding to an invitation to integrate materials in it
into her reflective essay for the benefit of readers who would not
have her portfolio materials at hand for easy reference—Brown
added to her earlier reflections on the course, again with her sights
on her future teaching and the Odyssey Project curriculum.

As | have worked to piece this document together, | have of course
been able to see my teaching of last semester better than | did a month
ago. In reviewing my student evaluations my favorite group of comments
were those that categorized the class as difficult, but worth it. | wanted
them to be challenged; however, | also wanted them to see the intrinsic
rewards that can come through dealing with the frustration. | also liked the
couple of comments about the combination of flexibility and structure, with
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an understanding about the rationale for flexibility (e.g., “l would recom-
mend this course because the teacher is open for student comments and
ideas and has a relaxed policy. You are challenged by the assignments,
but when there is a problem the teacher makes considerations to get the
best results and the best efforts and ideas out of the students”).

As far as revising the course, | intend to give more time to the third
project; | speculate about redoing the first literacy autobiographies for the
third unit, with an even greater emphasis on theorizing, and theorizing
better in view of reading each others’ work and in view of all the readings
and thinking the class did in Units | and Il. This kind of project might ac-
commodate itself better to the amount of time at the end; and be a way of
having students realize how their thinking, knowledge, and theorizing abili-
ties developed over the semester; while still asking students to make the
intellectual move toward theory at the end of the course. In addition, |
think more highly of the quality of the community of inquiry we estab-
lished, not only through rereading these documents, but in light of the fact
that three students (Sam, Sheila, and Linda) have signed up for indepen-
dent Odyssey projects this semester. Finally, there are many design ele-
ments of the course that have fed into my pilot of Odyssey 205 this
semester, most notably an interest in the use of autobiography as a means
of teaching rhetoric, and in the use of ethnography/case study projects.
The more | consider my teaching in the fall, the more | realize how much |
have learned from this particular course and how greatly it is affecting my
current teaching.

With images in mind of the next version of the course that
was the focus of her portfolio and the first version of the sequel
course that she will teach the following semester, Brown’s port-
folio figures not only as a contribution to a scholarship of teach-
ing that is expert, public, evaluated, and monitored (Edgerton;
Hutchings, and Quinlan, 1991) but also as one that is useful and
exchangeable (Shulman, 1989). Those of us who were working
in the writing program with Amanda Brown had much to learn
from her teaching portfolio. It influenced our practice. It did so
by re-presenting student texts to the community both as compo-
sitions in which students made knowledge and as texts from which
teachers might learn about their practice. In addition to learning
more about how to read student texts and how to use those read-
ings in the service of better teaching, the teaching community
was provided effective examples of teaching genres that individual
instructors might wish to adapt or adopt to improve their own
teaching (e.g., assignments, the syllabus, and other genres that
Brown included in her portfolio).
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Brown’s re-presentation of the complexities of learning and
teaching makes more than one semester’s teaching, more than
one teacher’s teaching available for critical review. As she asks
questions about how she structured a course and about how her
students handled the invitations to learning that her assignments
provided them, Brown implicitly invites her colleagues to ask
such questions of their own teaching and of their students’ learn-
ing. When she documents her “anger” at the arbitrary length of
the semester, which does not allow students to develop their abili-
ties more fully, she also tells us that she chose to continue the
semester’s work with her students’ in summer correspondence.
Thinking explicitly about how she will teach Odyssey 205, Brown
reassures herself and reminds her colleagues that her students
will go on to other learning experiences in a community in which
she has been their first—but will not be their only—teacher, in
which she introduced them to a subject they will continue to
study. In the fall, she will teach the students of other instructors,
instructors with whom she is sharing insights about curriculum
and teaching practices, instructors who are frequent visitors and
consultants in each other’s classes. Those instructors will find her
students in their courses. Students do not learn everything they
will learn in one course; teachers do not teach everything that
can be taught in one course. The community of teachers and
students must accomplish the larger project of literacy teaching
and learning together. When Brown’s colleagues read her teach-

_ing portfolio they learn not only what an effective teacher has
learned from her practice but also what they must do next to
extend and enrich that practice.

John Starkweather’s Reflective Essay (1998)

Readers of the reflective essay that John Starkweather composed
to introduce his 1998 Teaching Portfolio believed that we had
much to learn from his collaborative experiment in teaching and
learning also. They encouraged Starkweather to publish the es-
say in an upcoming number of the program’s in-house journal
that was to focus on advanced writing courses. When it appeared
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in Reflection in Writing (Spring 1999), *° Starkweather’s essay
had another layer of reflection built into it just as the sections of
Amanda Brown’s reflective essay that we have reproduced here
have an additional layer of reflection appended to them.

Starkweather does not devote his reflective essay, as Brown
did, to close readings of students’ work and what those readings
have to teach him and his colleagues about developing a new
course, rather he names pedagogical interest and questions that
guided his planning and teaching of WRT 305:

Trying to lead a small group of juniors and seniors through a sustained,
sophisticated research and writing project encompassing an entire semes-
ter brought into sharp focus several key issues in my teaching that | had long
been thinking about in the very different contexts of WRT 105 and 205.
Specifically, | was interested in two questions: (1) How do | manage some
real unity of action or focus within the classroom when people advance to-
ward their goal at very different rates, thus coming to a particular week’s
session with, potentially, very different needs and expectations? and (2) How
do | balance individual attention with other modes of instruction?

While teaching WRT 305 has not brought flashes of mystical insight or
easy answers to these questions, it did prove to be an ideal location in which
to explore them. This was true for several reasons. First of all, the class was
small, with an enroliment of only seven students, so | had time to observe
the impact of different activities on each student’s performance. Second, |
knew from the outset that | would need to make more use than is my cus-
tomary practice of presentation and moderation as teaching modes: the
course Dawnelle Jager and | had designed included some conceptually dif-
ficult readings, including ethnographies, ethnographic theory, and critiques
of ethnographic methodology. In order to succeed in their own projects, stu-
dents needed to understand and make use of this material, even though it
might at first baffle and frustrate them. Because this was an advanced writ-
ing studio, | also theorized that students would need to manage and take
control of their own projects and assist each other to a much greater degree
than | would expect in WRT 105 or even in WRT 205. They needed to be-
come the experts. They needed to know much more about their work than |
could possibly hope to, to travel in terrain that was potentially quite unfamil-
iar to me. Fumbling and false starts were to be expected and would be an
essential part of the process as they found their way into their site, their
focus of study, and their methodology. In this situation, groping was permis-
sible (maybe even laudable) for them, but economy of motion was essential
for me. | had to find the best possible interventions to help them figure out
where they were going and what they had to do next even though | might not
myself know exactly what their destination was. | had to help them remain
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confident that they could gather useful data, make sense of their observa-
tions, and transform a mass of confusing raw material into successful eth-
nographies.

After he tells readers that teaching WRT 305 added other
questions to those with which he began the course, questions to
which he sought answers during the course of the semester (“What
is ‘advanced’ writing? How is it different from what we ask of
students in 105 and particularly in 205?”), Starkweather pre-
sents the argument of his portfolio reflection. Directing readers’
attention to a WRT 305 class session and a colleague’s written
description of that session, which he included as supporting ma-
terial in his teaching portfolio, Starkweather demonstrates how
observations of teaching when conducted among colleagues en-
gaged in a common teaching project can become the basis of
generative inquiry and theory building:

The 305 class that David Franke [the Professional Writing instructor
who observed Starkweather’s class for purposes of evaluation] attended
and has written about for my portfolio observation [which was included
with the article Starkweather wrote for the inhouse journal] is as conve-
nient a window as any through which to peer in looking for insights that
may help answer my fundamental questions. Repeated readings of his
write-up have led me to theorize that four modes of instruction (coaching,
facilitating or managing, moderating, and presenting) are available at any
moment. In addition, someone, either the student or the instructor, must
make a decision about whom the student will consult for help, thus adding
the rhetorical question of choosing an appropriate audience. The possi-
bilities include (1) a student talking to herself about her writing; (2) a stu-
dent talking to her peers about her work; (3) a student consulting experts
in the field about her work; (4) a class talking all together about their work;
(5) a student talking with his teacher about his work; and (6) a teacher
talking to students about their work. | want to consider how | chose (or
followed students’ leads in choosing) these modes of instruction and rhe-
torical situations at several points during the evening in question.

The Student Talks to Herself about Her Work

As David mentions, | began this class by asking students to write detailed
analyses of what each thought he or she needed to accomplish during
this class period. In a lower-level studio, | would expect several people to
say, “| don’t know.” Here, | anticipated useful analyses that could be trans-
lated quickly into a workable plan of action. This proved true in almost
every case. One or two students did want to consult a detailed list of stages
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for the process of writing up, revising and analyzing field notes that | had
constructed based on recent readings and class discussion of Margery
Wolf's A Thrice-Told Tale and Robert Emerson’s Writing Ethnographic
Fieldnotes. | therefore placed this list within easy reach so people could
use it as needed. As the session progressed, | asked students to begin
making a list of questions their notes were leading them to ask or to write
brief interpretive memos to themselves saying what they “really” thought
about a detail in their field notes. All of these activities put me in a “coach-
ing” mode, one with which I'm extremely comfortable.

The Student Talks with (One or Many of) Her Peers about Her Work

Occasionally, | found myself wanting to create a situation where two par-
ticular students would work together. I'm finding that this kind of informal,
spontaneous “facilitating” often works better for me than big pre-planned
peer workshop sessions. Here, | can get the right people together at the
right time, and | can reinforce the idea that sharing work and getting feed-
back is something we do all the time, not just when and because the teacher
tells us to. By this point in the semester, students in this small and very
congenial group had formed easy working alliances. | only intervened to
create situations where | saw a good reason to do so, which | articulated
to both parties in inviting them to work together. | tried always to be careful
to ask, “Does that sound useful to you at this point?” This informal consul-
tation of peers can also be pushed to another level in a comfortable atmo-
sphere. In the following weeks of the class, | found myself asking people
quietly, “Would you like to run that by the whole class?” More often than
not, they decided that this sounded like a good idea. Because | was dis-
creet about it, they could also gracefully say, “Naw . . . maybe later!” Where
they agreed, it was sometimes to seek a solution to a dilemma they faced,
but just as often it was to share a breakthrough with others: “Here’s my
problem, and here’s what I'm doing about it.” When | can facilitate this
kind of interchange, it allows students to demonstrate expertise and see

each other as valuable resources for shared problem solving.

Talking to Students about Their Work

This comes in two varieties: when they come to see me and when | goto
see them. The question here is to what extent do | pick the timing and the
context of our interactions? To what extent do | allow them to take the
lead? Wherever possible, | prefer that they initiate the discussion. How-
ever, that leads to two problems: (1) those who seldom initiate, and (2)
those who seldom cease initiating. In the case of this class, “Mike” (who
impressed David with his immortal insight into the Rotary Club, “Pancakes
are powerl’), is an extremely outgoing person—probably off the end of the
Meyers-Briggs scale for “extrovert!” He would willingly engage me end-
lessly during a class, not from any lack of social skills or regard for his
classmates, but rather from plain enthusiasm. | also had one or two stu-
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dents who could be prone to “going it alone.” This dynamic, | decided,
would only be altered if | found ways to alter it. Written materials like the
list of stages I've already mentioned encourage a kind of interaction with
me even when I'm otherwise engaged: the student can consult them at
will. They also easily lead to specific questions the student may feel com-
fortable posing, thus mediating a more direct interaction. | am also be-
coming a master of the searching glance, “Are you well-focused and
productive, or could you use my help?” Finally, | began experimenting with
short, spontaneous bursts of presentation to the entire class as a way of
punctuating, focusing, contextualizing, and unifying key moments during
a class. For instance, David notes that at 8:49 on March 19, | called the
class together to confront them with two “big questions,” which | felt had
grown out of the evening’s work so far, and which | believed would help
everyone in the room, either immediately or in the not-very-distant future.
| am coming to realize that several small segments of clearly teacher-
centered activity serve to clarify the point of seemingly disparate activity
going on during a class. It's a way of saying, “Here’s what we’ve been
doing and here’s why we've been doing it.” This can make the difference
between a session where there’s diversity of activity with clarity of pur-
pose and a session that seems chaotic and baffling to students.

The Student Talks to Experts in the Field about His Work

In his observation, David says that students in this course were asked to
write “in” the genre of ethnography “and on it.” Reflective statements dis-
cussing aspects of their final products were indeed a part of the course
design. We were asking our students to become knowledgeable, self-con-
scious practitioners of this genre. To do that, they needed to read and
understand models of ethnographic writing. They also needed to under-
stand some of the theory and discussions of methodology accumulating
around the genre. | had expected that students would find some of this
material tough going. They did. By the time David visited my class, how-
ever, they had navigated through the worst of it. Earlier in the semester,
he would have seen me engaged in a good deal of “moderating” and “pre-
senting.” During the session under discussion, | had a decision to make.
Should | ask students to engage directly and as a group with the readings
assigned for the evening? Since the chapter from Wolf was her study “The
Woman Who Didn’t Become a Shaman” and my main purpose in using it
at that point was to help students see the relationship between her thesis,
the evidence she gleaned from her field notes, and her analytic discus-
sion tying the two together, this introduction seemed premature, given
that every student in the room had identified himself or herself as still
moving toward a thesis. | knew all members of the class were likely to be
well-prepared to take part in a discussion of the article and that we could
have adequately analyzed the features | have just named. However, | was
not sure that this analysis would have moved anyone significantly closer
to declaring a thesis. | was further worried that it could be a time-consum-
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ing activity. Thus, | decided it could easily wait until the next week. During
that following session, | did in fact start by asking everyone, “Okay, so
exactly what is Wolf’s thesis? What other key claims does she make and
connect to that thesis?” | wanted students to see the readings as tools, to
be used when relevant. | also wanted (because this was an advanced-
level course) to reemphasize the idea of repeated readings of difficult texts,
of finding your way slowly into materials from other disciplines than your
own.

In conclusion, as Starkweather acknowledges the value of
making tacit knowledge explicit, he theorizes not only his own
but also the community’s teaching:

| have tried to elaborate a few of the many tactical decisions | made
during the class session described in David’s observation. In doing so, |
have tried to clarify my (otherwise likely unconscious, intuitive) rationale
for a given intervention at a given moment. Understanding the reasons |
might have chosen a particular instructional mode at a particular time with
a particular student is useful; investigating the ways in which various strat-
egies interact and reinforce each other seems even more fruitful. What |
have attempted here is to lay out for myself a basis for further consider-
ation within the framework of “reflective practice” in a studio environment.
At this point, | have reached some conclusions that seem sound enough
for further testing and elaboration.

First of all, while | labeled this class as a “transitional point” in the
semester, | am coming to believe that any studio writing course constantly
puts students in a “transitional point.” In order to make progress, they
must always be moving from one stage or activity toward the next. Almost
any moment in a course thus presents both impediments and the possibil-
ity of a discovery that will allow the student to move past their present
barrier.

Also, | want to revisit my (actually somewhat cavalier) statement to
David that “an ideal writing class would operate entirely by conference.”
This is an exaggeration highlighting an important idea. In conferences
with students, | constantly ask them, “What's good about what you’ve done
so far? What do you think still needs work? What do you need to do next?”
Students are continually challenged to analyze and evaluate their own
work, not merely to “do” it and ask me to judge it for them. As David put it
in another context, | am “not the main drama.” Finding ways to make a
classroom function at a high level without taking center stage has always
been a central concern of studio teachers. This semester, | found myself
making two distinct moves which | think helped me to shift emphasis to-
ward student activity in WRT 305: (1) using writing as the core of the course;
and (2) asking students to decide what tasks to perform and how best to

complete them. Both of these bear further discussion.
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1. In the class that David observed, students spent most of the evening
reading and writing. A great many of the activities were constructed to
help students make discoveries about their own texts. Variations on
practices such as annotating, coding, and writing analytic/interpretive
notes and memos allowed students to stand outside their own work,
to name for themselves what they were trying to do. They were using
writing to function on a metacognitive level. Urging students to frame
for themselves (or each other) and write down as many questions as
possible based on their field notes was another important way to cen-
ter this class session on writing. Discovering key questions that need
answering is a very fundamental task; more and more it seems to me
the underlying basis of both critical thinking and organizational plan-
ning.

2. In helping students figure out what to do next, | see my role as
twofold: (a) asking them to articulate for themselves—and for each
other and me—what they have done and what might be preventing
them from moving forward; (b) offering a clear scheme of stages or
steps toward the finished product, thereby allowing them to locate
themselves and identify potentially useful procedures for solving their
problems. Simply put, I'm talking about offering much more sophisti-
cated and complete maps of the writing process than we would nor-
mally offer even in WRT 205. This kind of “schematic,” as | like to call
such maps, is there for them to call on as needed, and (in the case of
my 305) was based on a number of sources, including their own ideas
for useful activities and suggestions rooted in both Wolf’s A Thrice-
Told Tale and Emerson’s Writing Ethnographic Fieldnotes. (The “list
of stages” that | have referred to earlier is an example of one such
schematic.) The key is having students make informed choices about

what to do and what resources can best help them.

Reminding readers of the overarching question that framed
his inquiries into teaching and learning in his WRT 305,
Starkweather shares with colleagues the answers he has developed:

This last point leads me back to the “new” question this course has
forced me to pose for myself, namely, what is “advanced” writing (or, what
is an “advanced” writing course). My consideration of interventions in this
one session of WRT 305 allows me to offer two tentative answers to that
question. Both involve saying what | think students should be able to do
more effectively as a result of taking such a course. Advanced writers
should be able to conceptualize and execute a writing process appropri-
ate to the task at hand in a way that is more sophisticated and more self-
conscious than they could have done earlier in their development as writers.
They should also be able to draw as needed on a wider variety of tools
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and models to help them envision and complete a given writing task. In
this sense, | think of WRT 305 (and 405) as courses where students apply
in a rigorous and useful way the techniques they learned in WRT 105 and
the analytic skills in analyzing and judging models they practiced in WRT
205. Part of David Franke’s last 205 portfolio, for example, asks the stu-
dent to select a journal in his or her field of study and write the first page of
an article that could appear in that journal. I'm saying to my 305 students,
“Okay, now write the rest of it!” If | get them to make use of the needed
tools and the help of other people at the right times, | think they can follow
through on that challenge.

Starkweather approached teaching WRT 305 with the ques-
tions he wished to explore as teacher-scholar. In the reflective
essay that introduced his teaching portfolio, he proposes answers
to those questions and supports those answers by drawing read-
ers’ attention to events in the course he taught. As he does so, he
represents the complexities of teaching a specific course in a par-
ticular learning community. Although Starkweather’s reflective
inquiry differs from Brown’s in content and focus, it shares with
Brown’s characteristics of the scholarship of teaching under de-
velopment in the Syracuse Writing Program. Both professional
writing instructors’ essays look across and beyond the particular
teaching experience they explore. Both are retrospective and pro-
spective. Both are purposeful compositions written to explore
issues of interest to their readers, offering strategies and insights
that colleagues may adapt or adopt into their teaching. Both in-
vite criticism and evaluation. Both contribute to a base of knowl-
edge that is developing not only in the Syracuse Writing Program
but also in the field of composition studies.?

Publication of the reflective essay that Brown composed to
introduce her teaching portfolio led her and her colleagues to re-
think how they would revise a course they had co-planned and
co-taught, to plan for and teach the sequel to the course, and in
close reading of students’ writing to gain insights into their teach-
ing and their students’ learning. Publication of the reflective es-
say that Starkweather composed to introduce his teaching
portfolio led him and his colleagues to re-think the modes of
instruction available to them and their students, to better under-
stand the relationship of introductory and advanced writing
courses to one another, and to reconsider the relative usefulness
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of various modes of instruction to student writers at different
levels of maturity and experience. Discrete studies, Brown’s and
Starkweather’s essays are the work of teachers who teach stu-
dents whose experiences, preparation, learning styles, and rates
of development differ, and who do so within the constraints of
course boundaries, time lines, and their own and the public’s ex-
pectations for the quality of students’ writing.

In the Syracuse Writing Program, the reflective essays that
introduce teaching portfolios not only document, explore, theo-
rize, and problematize teaching that is community property,?!
but they also suggest that the scholarship of teaching is funda-
mentally a scholarship of discovery. The literature that we find
in theSe portfolios documents scholarly “acts” of literacy teach-
ing; it also advances discoveries about literacy teaching. In so
doing, it highlights a line of inquiry that scholars and policymakers
might usefully pursue as the academy works to better understand
the nature of scholarship that leads to effective teaching and learn-

ing.

The Scholarship of Teaching, Composition Studies,
and Contingent Faculty

Why, you may ask, do we include an essay about the scholarship
of teaching and argue that the scholarship of teaching is a holis-
tic scholarship of discovery, integration, application, and teach-
ing—all at once, altogether—in a collection of essays about the
work of contingent faculty in composition studies in higher edu-
cation? We do so for two integrally related reasons: first, to draw
attention to composition studies, a field whose shape and con-
tent find their origins in the challenge to teach the most widely
required course in higher education; second, to draw attention to
the majority of faculty and instructors who have taught intro-
ductory composition (Freshman English) since its inception over
a century ago—contingent faculty in composition studies.

It has taken several decades for the academy to acknowledge
its dependence on contingent faculty to teach not just the major-
ity of composition courses in higher education but also, at the
current moment, the majority of general education courses in
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higher education. Although it remains necessary, it is no longer
sufficient to focus discussions of the work of contingent faculty
on the personal and academic prices that they and their students
pay for the counterproductive conditions in which they teach.
The field of composition studies and the work of contingent fac-
ulty who teach in the field argue our point: The “making of knowl-
edge in composition”?>—to borrow Stephen M. North’s
phrase—may well be viewed as an outstanding, perhaps the out-
standing, example of the scholarship of teaching in American
education.

It is time to extend and complicate discussions of the work
of contingent faculty by drawing attention to their scholarship, a
scholarship that stands to contribute substantially to two of higher
education’s pressing problems: the reinvigoration of teaching as
scholarship, and fuller, more authentic understanding of the schol-
arship of teaching.

Notes

For their insightful readings and helpful criticisms of this essay, we thank
our colleagues Ann Austin, Catherine Lydia Fleck, Cathy Fleischer, Penny
Gardner, Kim Kessler, Jay L. Robinson, and Janet Swenson. For the
richness of their talk together, Patti also thanks the generous members
of the Scholarship of Teaching seminar with whom she had the privilege
to work at the University of California—Santa Barbara during the fall of
1999: Doug Baker, Sheridan Blau, Teri Chavkin, Ralph Cordova, Lydia
Cosentino, Judy Garey, Judith Green, Chris Johnston, Joe Little, Jenny
Michlson, and Silvia Neves.

We are grateful to Catherine Lydia Fleck and Nevin Leder for drawing
Gregory Bateson’s conception of metalogue to our attention.

1. In Scholarship Reconsidered, Ernest Boyer notes that the categories
of scholarship he presents are based upon a conception of faculty roles
developed by Eugene Rice, his colleague at the Carnegie Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching. Rice is currently scholar in residence and
director of the Forum on Faculty Roles and Rewards at the American
Association of Higher Education.

2. We are referring, of course, to reports that range from Charles J. Sykes’s
indictment of the professoriat, Profscam (1989) to Lynne V. Cheney’s bit-
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ing criticism of academics, Tyrannical Machines: A Report on Educa-
tion Practices Gone Wrong and Our Best Hopes of Setting Them Right
(1990) to less biting but nonetheless critical reports like the one issued
by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, Campus
Life: In Search of Community (1990).

3. For one well-known description of this work and an introduction to
the theory Shulman built upon it, see Lee Shulman, “Knowledge and
Teaching: Foundations of the New Reform,” Harvard Education Re-
view 57(1), February 1987, 1-22.

4. See, for example, Lee Shulman, “Toward a Pedagogy of Substance,”
in AAHE Bulletin 41(10), 8-13, “Teaching as Community Property,”
Change, November/December 1993, 67, “Taking Learning Seriously”
Change, July/August 1999, 11-17, as well as Edgerton, Hutchings, &
Quinlan, The Teaching Portfolio: Capturing the Scholarship in Teach-
ing (1991), Pat Hutchings, Making Teaching Community Property
(1996), and Pat Hutchings (ed.), The Course Portfolio: How Faculty
Can Examine Their Teaching to Advance Practice and Improve Student
Learning (1998).

5. See, for example, B. M. Shore et al., The Teaching Dossier: A Guide
to Its Preparation and Use (revised edition, 1986), and Peter Seldin,
The Teaching Portfolio: A Practical Guide to Improved Performance
and Promotion/Tenure Decisions (1991).

6. Lee Shulman has called.for the development of such a literature in a
number of his speeches and writings. In some, he has argued for the
development of a case literature in teaching. See for example, Lee S.
Shulman, “Toward a Pedagogy of Cases,” in Judith Shulman (ed.), To-
ward a Pedagogy of Cases: Case Methods in Teacher Education (1991).
In publications emerging from her work at the American Association of
Higher Education, Patricia Hutchings has documented the value of cases
to provoke faculty discussion and to advance the scholarship of teach-
ing. See, for example, Using Cases to Improve College Teaching: A Guide
to More Reflective Practice (Washington, DC: AAHE, 1993) and “Win-
dows on Practice: Cases about Teaching and Learning” (Change, No-
vember/December 1993, 14-21).

7. Work that has been conducted by the AAHE and the Carnegie Foun-
dation for the Advancement of Teaching since the publication of The
Teaching Portfolio in 1991 has documented how teaching portfolios
have contributed to the development of a discourse of teaching in vari-
ous settings. These projects are discussed in a variety of publications—
among them, Erin Anderson (ed.), Campus Use of the Teaching Portfo-
lio: Twenty-five Profiles (1993) and Pat Hutchings, Making Teaching
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Community Property (1996). These discussions do not emerge from
nor are they focused on communities that have defined themselves from
the outset as teaching communities.

8. In her important article “Practical Wisdom and the Geography of
Knowledge in Composition” (College English 53.8, 863-885), Louise
Wetherbee Phelps, the founding director of the Syracuse Writing Pro-
gram, discusses the ways in which theory and practice discipline one
another in the creation of new knowledge and in the teaching of com-
position.

9. Within its spiral curriculum, instructors in the Writing Program teach
four studio writing courses to approximately six thousand undergradu-
ates a years. Studio I (WRT 10S5), taken by virtually all students during
the fall semester of their first year at Syracuse, focuses on the various
uses of writing as a means of learning; Studio II (WRT 205), taken by
most students during the spring semester of their sophomore year, fo-
cuses on writing for various audiences, purposes, and occasions within
and outside the academy; Studio III (WRT 305), taken by approximately
20 percent of the student body during their junior or senior year, fo-
cuses on issues associated with writing in disciplinary or methodologi-
cal studies; and Studio IV (WRT 405), taken by approximately 40 percent
of the student body in their junior or senior year, focuses on issues asso-
ciated with writing done in the professions, government, and the mar-
ketplace.

10. In a publication about the AAHE Teaching Initiatives Program,
Making Teaching Community Property: A Menu for Peer Collabora-
tion and Peer Review (1996), Pat Hutchings collects and reflects on
various campus reports of cultural practices they have introduced to
support a scholarship of teaching (e.g., Kent State University, teaching
circles; Temple University, reciprocal visits and observation; Stanford
University, mentoring; and so on). In the Syracuse University Writing
Program, not one but all of the practices reported in Hutchings’s study
(with the exception of intercampus collaboration) were put in place
simultaneously to construct a culture of teaching.

11. The charter that details the evaluation process is published in the
Writing Program’s inhouse library and on the Internet (find the program’s
Web site at http://wrt.syr.edu, go to the “Publications” section and the
“Teacher’s Sourcebook” subsection, and choose the link marked
“Teacher Evaluation”).

12. Materials that instructors publish in their portfolios (e.g., reflective

essays, syllabi, writing assignments, and so on) are also published sepa-
rately in classrooms, in the inhouse library, and on the Internet. Often
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they are also published in local, regional, and national conference pre-
sentations and in locally, regionally, and nationally published journals

and books.

13. Instructors’ reflective essays are published each year in the Writing
Program’s inhouse library and on the Internet. Readers turn to these
essays not just to evaluate the teaching they represent, but also to mine
them for ideas for course designs and teaching practices.

14. As it happens, many portfolios composed in the Syracuse Writing
Program take shape in forms that William Cerbin, professor of psychol-
ogy at the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse, has named course port-
folios, portfolios that Pat Hutchings calls cousins of the teaching portfolio
in her edited volume The Course Portfolio: How Faculty Can Examine
Their Teaching to Advance Practice and Improve Student Learning
(1998). Because the Writing Program teaches a four-course curriculum,
many portfolios are also composed to explore the scope, sequence, and
relationships of writing studio courses to one another.

15. It is interesting to note that Writing Program portfolios also cus-
tomarily include discussions of five elements that Lee Shulman has iden-
tified as embodiments of teaching: vision, design, interactions, outcomes,
and analysis of courses. See Lee S. Shulman, “Course Anatomy: The
Dissection and Analysis of Knowledge through Teaching,” in The Course
Portfolio (1998), edited by Pat Hutchings.

16. In “The New Paradigm Wars: Is There Room for Rigorous Practi-
tioner Knowledge in Schools and Universities?” (Educational Researcher
28.5, 12-21, 40), Gary L. Anderson and Kathryn Herr argue that new
critical constructs are required in order to measure the rigor and value
of practitioner research. Among the constructs they propose is outcome
validity, which Anderson and Herr define as “the extent to which ac-
tions occur which lead to a resolution of the problem that led to the
study” (15).

17. The Odyssey Project, designed originally by Stock, was piloted dur-
ing the 1990-91 academic year and initiated in seventeen classes by
twelve Professional Writing Instructors in the fall semester of 1991.
Conceiving of literacy teaching, learning, and assessment as research
that students and teachers would conduct together, the Odyssey Project
regards these as reciprocally informing activities. Over the years, the
project has developed and evolved in keeping with the interests of fac-
ulty involved and the needs of their students..

18. The contractually required groups in which instructors meet weekly
to talk about their teaching are called Coordinating Groups. In them,
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instructors talk about their courses and students within the Writing
Program’s holistic teaching project.

19. John Starkweather, “Interacting with Advanced Student Writers:
Modes of Instruction and Intervention,” Reflections in Writing: Ad-
vanced Writing/Advanced Writer 20, Spring 1999, http://www.wrt.syr.
edu/wrt/pub/reflections/20/starkweather.html

20. As it happens, both Brown and Starkweather have presented work
they included in the portfolio reflections reproduced here at sessions of
the annual Conference on College Composition and Communication.

21. We are not the first by far to call teaching community property.
Among others, Lee Shulman and Pat Hutchings have done so in print.

22. We allude here to the title of North’s important book, The Making
of Knowledge in Composition: Portrait of an Emerging Field (1987).
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S\P)

What’s the Bottom Line?
Literacy and Quality Education
in the Twenty-First Century

EiLeen E. SCHELL
Syracuse University

he Ground is Broken! Become a Part of the Rare Academic

Adventure of Establishing a New State University.” Adver-
tising the new state university’s commitment “to implementing,
supporting, and rewarding new and innovative techniques,” this
caption in the Chronicle of Higher Education in spring 1997 rep-
resented the advertised institution’s faculty as scholars “willing
to experiment, assess, change and laugh” (quoted in Chait, 1998,
p. 20). In addition to offering these enticing features, the adver-
tised campus boasted a prime location between Fort Myers and
Naples, Florida. Like most ads, this one had “fine print”: “The
State University System Board of Regents authorizes multiyear
appointments at Florida Gulf Coast University” (p. 20). Florida
Gulf Coast University was to be staffed with contract faculty
who had multiyear appointments without the benefit of tenure
(p. 20). »

Florida Gulf Coast University was built, but who would come?
The answer is surprising. Some tenured faculty even left their
jobs to take non-tenure-line appointments!

As writers in the Chronicle of Higher Education, Academe
and this collection warn, there is an increasing turn in our coun-
try and abroad toward contingent labor to reduce costs and in-
crease institutional flexibility. Like it or not, faculty and academic
administrators know that the growing employment of part-time
and non-tenure-track faculty is likely to continue (Leatherman,
1999, A14-16). For academics, one concern is how the use of
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contingent faculty will affect the tenure system and academic free-
dom; another is how employing larger numbers of part-time fac-
ulty will affect the quality of undergraduate education. What will
it mean to sustain existing academic programs, initiate curricu-
lar reform, advise and mentor students (both graduate and un-
dergraduate), and participate in faculty governance in an era
marked by shrinking numbers of tenure-track faculty? How suc-
cessful will a “trifurcated” faculty in a posttenure era be at work-
ing across lines of rank and discipline toward common educational
goals? How, for example, will English departments and writing
programs improve undergraduate education and, more specifi-
cally, undergraduate literacy instruction with growing numbers
of non-tenure-line faculty? In this essay, I discuss questions such
as these from a rhetorical perspective, reflecting on the ways in
which discussions of quality education have been framed in de-
bates surrounding part-time and non-tenure-track employment.
As I discuss these issues, I argue that four conditions—compen-
sation, contracts, conditions of work, and coalition building—
are needed if we are to provide quality writing instruction in
higher education.

Rhetorics of Lack and the Rhetorics of Responsibility:
Addressing Issues of Contingent Faculty Employment
and Educational Quality

Do part-time faculty spend less time on course preparation and
meeting with students because they are compensated inad-
equately? Are students, especially under-prepared students, dis-
advantaged because their faculty “are not remunerated to provide
the out-of-class support that is particularly essential” to them?
Do part-time faculty members’ purported “lack of collegial in-
volvement or professional support make them less knowledge-
able about their employers and therefore less able to represent,
orient, or respond to their students” (“Statement” 57)? These
are crucial questions that theorists, activists, and educational
advocates are striving to answer, especially as the numbers of
part-time and non-tenure-track faculty increase. Indeed concern
over non-tenure-track hiring practices and their effects on edu-
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cational quality sparked the 1997 Conference on the Growing
Use of Part-time/Adjunct Faculty, a meeting where representa-
tives from ten professional associations in the humanities and
social sciences gathered to address concerns about educational
quality. In the “Statement from the Conference on the Growing
Use of Part-Time and Adjunct Faculty” conference, participants
identified four areas of “educational quality” that are potentially
breached by the overuse and exploitation of part-time faculty:
“student access to faculty, cohesive curricular development and
implementation, the intellectual community, and faculty gover-
nance” (“Statement” 54). As one NCTE delegate who attended
the conference, I share the concerns in the “Statement” that
emerged from the conference. Unfortunately, concerns about the
effects of part-time teaching on quality education often turn into
critiques of part-time faculty as individuals or as a class of undif-
ferentiated faculty—a problematic rhetorical move that shifts re-
sponsibilities from institutions to individuals who occupy the
problematic positions. Focusing on individuals instead of institu-
tions deflects attention from colleges’ and universities’ policies and
practices and in so doing impedes systemic analysis and critique
of hiring patterns and working conditions in higher education.
Consider for example, David and Edith Foster’s article, “It’s
a Buyer’s Market: ‘Disposable Professors,” Grade Inflation, and
Other Problems” (1998). In it, Foster and Foster, two faculty
working off the tenure track, chronicle the advantages and dis-
advantages of employing part-time faculty. Overall, they argue
that the overuse of temporary faculty “lowers standards, under-
mines the coherence of curricula, worsens relations between stu-
dents and faculty, and weakens students’ affection for and loyalty
to colleges” (p. 35). Claiming that part-time faculty on tempo-
rary appointments are particularly prone to inflate grades (“the
temporary professor’s struggle for survival provides a strong in-
centive to relax standards in the hopes of getting the good teach-
ing evaluations that might distinguish him or her in a tight job
market” (p. 32), Foster and Foster argue that part-time faculty
are so busy working and trying to obtain additional or other jobs
that they are professionally and materially constrained from giv-
ing “themselves wholeheartedly to preparing lectures, discussing
ideas, or grading essays” (p. 32). Offering an anecdote about a
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student who tried to bully and cajole a part-time faculty member
into changing his grade as evidence of the problematic working
conditions they name, Foster and Foster do not cite qualitative
e or quantitative studies to support their claims. They also elide
‘:43 significant differences among part-time faculty: differences in
E terms of employment, differences in working conditions in dif-
. ferent disciplines at different institutions. The result is an article
; '_ that tends to portray part-time faculty as less competent teach-
A ers; the result is an article that once again constructs part-time
3 faculty in a problematic light.

Throughout articles about part-time faculty, like the Fosters’,
scholars equate part-time faculty with transient faculty and tend
‘ to characterize them as those who lack understanding of pro-
i:_i\: grams, curricula, and students; hence, they are labeled inadequate
or poor teachers. While part-time faculty employed on short-
term contracts do face extremely challenging working conditions
that must be addressed, and while Fosters’ article does foreground
those significant problems, researchers such as Gappa and Leslie
point out that 45 percent of all part-timers “have worked at their
current institutions for at least four or more years, 17 percent
have worked there for six to ten years, and another 16 percent
have worked there for more than ten years. These percentages
challenge the myth of a temporary and transient part-time work
force” (p. 11). All too often we only hear about “damage” done
to programs that employ “transient” part-timers. It is certainly
important to address the working conditions of “transient, part-
time faculty but what about part-time percent of faculty who
have been at their institutions for four or more years? What are
the benefits incurred in programs that employ a steady, profes-
sionally active group of part-time or full-time non-tenure-track
faculty? What can be done to support part-time and full-time,
non-tenure-track faculty members in their work with students:
and their professional development opportunities? How can we
work around what I have come to call the “hidden economy” of
part-time work, the ways in which institutions often profit from
the undercompensated emotional and material investments that
non-tenure-line faculty make in their teaching?

These emotional and material investments constitute a not-
insignificant, hidden economy of part-time labor. Many part-time
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faculty members do not complain publicly or organize against
problematic working conditions because they fear that doing so
may jeopardize their continued employment. Instead, these fac-
ulty members persevere, holding uncompensated office hours and
commenting on drafts of papers. When they do not have offices,
they confer with students in empty classrooms, stairwells, cafete-
rias, and fast-food restaurants. Often facing limited access to tele-
phones, institutional e-mail access, or duplicating equipment, they
may end up providing students with their home telephone num-
bers, private e-mail addresses, and they may open up copy ac-
counts that they or their students subsidize. These compensatory
practices—the stuff of the hidden economy—are not often dis-
cussed in what I have come to call the “rhetoric of lack” that
constructs the part-time faculty member, a rhetoric that assumes,
often incorrectly, that part-time faculty invest in their teaching
only in proportion to the institutional compensation they are
given.

In particular, women faculty, graduate students, and under-
employed Ph.D.’s are those who support this hidden economy of
part-time labor. As I argue in Gypsy Academics and Mother-
Teachers: Gender, Contingent Labor, and Writing Instruction,
many part-time faculty in the humanities are women accustomed,
it. is thought, to working for a “psychic income.” Place-bound
because of a spouse or partner’s job, raising families, caring for
elderly parents, women often seek part-time labor for the flex-
ibility it affords. Graduate students or recent postgraduates, male
and female, M.A.’s and Ph.D.’s who see part-time teaching as
part of an apprenticeship toward full-time employment often in-
vest themselves above and beyond their compensation because
they hope their work experience will figure as credit and experi-
ence toward full-time employment. As a part-time faculty mem-
ber in the late eighties, I served in the apprenticeship track at a
community college. Earning less than minimum wage, I spent
hours preparing to teach, grading papers, conferring with stu-
dents, and moonlighting at waitressing and tutoring jobs to sup-
port my “teaching habit.” Working hard for little pay, I believed
my part-time position would someday lead to full-time work if
not at that institution then at another. After talking to a number
of part-time colleagues and a faculty mentor at the college, I real-
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ized that this path to a full-time employment was a long shot. I
left part-time teaching, earned a doctorate, and was fortunate
enough to eventually obtain a tenure-track job in my field. Yet
the onward and upward success story is hardly the norm in the
profession. As critics and commentators have pointed out (Nelson,
1995), the apprenticeship model can become exploitation when
market conditions defer endlessly the possibility of a full-time
job (see Curren, 1994).

Given the gendered and classed nature of the hidden economy
of part-time labor, the generative question for higher education’s
policymakers and administrators to ask is not, Why don’t part-
time faculty provide quality education to their students? Rather
it is, Why do institutions hire and then fail to provide part-time
faculty with working conditions necessary for the provision of
quality education? The bottom-line answer is simple: cost-sav-
ings—yet cost-savings at what cost to students, to educational
programs, to educational quality? Leslie found that institutions
that hire part-time faculty as a cost-saving measure to replace
more expensive full-time faculty “became more fragmented, less
concerned about quality, and less able to control their own fu-
tures. However, institutions that used part-time faculty selectively
for clearly articulated reasons were far more likely to preserve
the kind of academic community that serves as the foundation
for good intellectual work” (1997, p. 7). In other words, the use
of part-time faculty must be aligned with institutional and unit
missions to serve educational goals for students. To be sure, en-
suring the creation, production, and dissemination of new
knowledges means a university must have “a critical mass of in-
tellectually immersed and engaged faculty to do these things well”
(p. 11)—whether they be full-time, tenure-accruing faculty or part-
time or full-time non-tenure-track faculty.

Rather than belaboring the “rhetoric of lack” of part-time
and non-tenure-track faculty, we would do well to focus our at-
tention on faculty-student working-learning conditions. We would
do well to ask the following questions: What learning conditions
do students need? What working conditions do part-time and
non-tenure-track faculty need in order to fulfill their obligations
to their students? Under what circumstances do effective teach-
ing and learning take place? In other words, we would do well to
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focus our attention on what is required for part-time and non-
tenure-track faculty to be successful in their work. Within a
“rhetoric of responsibility”—responsibility of institutions to fac-
ulty and students, faculty to students and institutions, students
to learning—we must confront generatively issues of compensa-
tion, contracts, conditions of work, and coalition building.

Part-Time and Non-Tenure-Track Faculty
and Quality Writing Instruction

Robert Connors reminds us that the working conditions in col-
lege writing courses have been problematic since their inception
in the 1880s (1990). Although improvements have been made,
the inconsistency of working conditions—contractual and mon-
etary compensation—among writing faculty nationwide is dra-
matic. For example, in the regional area of the northeastern
university where I work, my husband, who worked as a writing
instructor for five years while he followed my career, earned
$2,600 teaching first-year writing at a private research univer-
sity (which offered a merit scale that would have allowed him to
eventually make $3,600 per course); he was offered $1,300, to
teach the same course twenty miles away at a private liberal arts
college. He would have earned $1,800 to teach the course at a
community college just miles away from our house had he cho-
sen to do so.

To be sure, specific institutions’ past and present administra-
tive and economic histories and levels of funding dictate salary
levels and working conditions. Still, the variable rates of pay for
teaching a course at the core of the undergraduate curriculum
are noteworthy. While influential scholars have drawn our atten-
tion to the hazards of curricular inconsistency in the introduc-
tory composition course (see for example, Crowley, 1991) few
scholars have focused our attention as effectively on how the
working conditions of part-time and non-tenure-track determine
the quality of composition courses as surely as their content does.
The working conditions of so many part-time and non-tenure-
track writing faculty stands in sharp contrast to the academy’s
renewed interest in undergraduate education, to the importance

— 330 —



What’s the Bottom Lines

of literacy education for students living in an information
economy, and to demographic trends in the country. In Failing
the Future: A Dean Looks at Higher Education in the Twenty-
first Century, Annette Kolodny, former dean of the University of
Arizona, argues that between the years 1997 to 2015, we will
witness a 20 percent increase in enrollments. Students of the new
millennium will increasingly come from racial and ethnic minor-
ity groups and from “poor families and even poorer school dis-
tricts” (p. 34). Arguing against the bottom-line rhetoric of
higher-education management policies, Kolodny insists that stu-
dents will “need more professors, more classrooms, more com-
puters, more foreign language instruction, and better equipped
science laboratories if they are to receive a quality education and
fulfill the employment needs of the coming century” (p. 34). Asa
result, more—not less—funding will be needed for “scholarships,
loans, counseling, academic tutoring, and remediation programs™
(p. 34). Writing programs and writing centers will become in-
creasingly important places in which students will learn “how to
analyze . . . information, recognize recurrent patterns or connec-
tions, and extract what is truly important” (p. 34). However,
focusing on what students need to know without focusing on
what working conditions and resources faculty need to teach is
problematic.

In an environment of challenged funding for public educa-
tion, how do we link the quality of education to quality working
conditions? What do we mean by the phrase “quality writing
instruction,” especially since “quality” is an abstraction currently
used with wild abandon in higher-education literature. For some,
quality instruction in first-year writing courses can only be pro-
vided by tenure-line faculty trained in composition. This was the
controversial argument made in the CCCC “Statement on Prin-
ciples and Standards for Postsecondary Writing Instruction.” For -
others, quality means creating working conditions that allow
thoughtful and engaged writing instruction to occur no matter
who is in the writing classroom. This was the view of those who
drafted the “Wyoming Resolution,” a labor statement meant to
argue for improvements in the working conditions of all writing
faculty. From my vantage point, quality writing instruction de-
pends on fair compensation, contracts, working conditions, and—
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it has become clear—on coalition building. Experience has taught
those of us in composition studies that these conditions are nec-
essary for viable and sustainable teaching cultures, for cultures
that enable the growth and development of both teachers and
students. -

Enacting the Four Cs:
Compensation, Contracts, Conditions,
and Coalition Building

When salaries range as widely as $900-$3,500 per section for
writing courses (AAUP Committee G, 1993, p. 44), how can in-
stitutions claim that students are getting the best quality writing
instruction? The provision of quality writing instruction becomes
especially questionable when we look at how salaries translate
into compensation for the actual work completed. Let’s break
down the wage levels of a part-time writing faculty member who
earns $1,800 per section. Writing courses, like most non-lecture
humanities courses, are labor-intensive. Each course requires the
instructor to undertake ten or more hours of instruction and
preparation per week. So let us say, this hypothetical writing in-
structor spends three or four hours a week teaching an assigned
writing class. Let us say she also spends an additional seven hours
a week meeting with students, preparing for class sessions, and
commenting on student work. If we calculate the average wages
for an instructor who spends ten hours a week teaching, prepar-
ing, and grading for fifteen weeks, her average wage will be around
$12.00 per hour. It should be noted that this is a conservative
time estimate at best—the actual time spent on teaching prepara-
tions and commenting on and grading papers would likely be
much higher.

The $12.00 per hour wage may sound like a respectable one
only if it is considered in isolation of other factors. If this writing
faculty member wishes to earn the equivalent of a full-time in-
come from teaching writing, he or she would have to teach eight
or more courses per year—a labor-intensive enterprise that would
leave little or no time for the faculty member to participate in
professional conferences or publication, the work most likely to
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lead to professional recognition and career advancement. Fur-
thermore, because her contract is only semester-to-semester, the
instructor may not know if she can count on working at one
institution in order to earn a full-time income. She may end up
pursuing what Helen O’Grady calls interinstitutional teaching,
cobbling together a full course load at multiple institutions, com-
muting miles between institutions, negotiating different writing
curricula, commenting on endlessly accumulating stacks of pa-
pers. Even if she could count on a continued academic-year ap-
pointment at one institution, compensation and future job security
would still be an issue: She would earn only $14,400 for teach-
ing the eight courses. Is a $14,400 a fair salary for teaching a full,
academic course load for one year? Does that compensation en-
courage innovation, continued growth of the faculty member,
continued investment in the institution and the students? The
answer is a resounding “No.” An instructor trying to survive on
such a salary would have to teach summer courses and perhaps
moonlight at another job. Let me add as well that her employing
institution, given its piecework pay rates, would probably be re-
luctant to offer her the equivalent of a full-time position. If it did
so, it would probably have to provide benefits and that would
impinge on its use of part-time labor as a cost-saving measure.
Even if she had other means of support (a spouse or partner with
a better-paying job), the working conditions under which she
would labor provide disincentive for the improvement of teach-
ing even as this faculty member may, at the same time, struggle
to do the best she can to provide her students with quality writ-
ing instruction. Again, the hidden economy of contingent labor
must be evoked with its gendered dimensions. Thus, the part-
time and non-tenure-track piecework system persists.

To address the problems of this piecework system (low sala-
ries, uncertain contracts, few or no benefits), many colleges and
universities have successfully created non-tenure-track positions
with salaries, benefits, and renewable or multiyear contracts (see,
Brumberger, Lipson and Voorheis, and Maid in this volume).
These institutions have come to realize that the quality of in-
struction across the institution is affected by the ways in which
writing faculty are hired, contracted, paid, oriented (or not),
mentored (or not), evaluated (or not), and/or offered professional
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development opportunities (or not). As Eva Brumberger argues,
though, these positions must be integrated into departments, not
kept at a “separate” and “unequal” status in relation to full-time
tenure-track positions. In other words, improvements in work-
ing conditions must be linked to the creation and sustenance of a
viable teaching culture, a reward system, and an intellectual cul-
ture that value teaching-intensive positions. Institutions that have
been the most successful at establishing such positions are those
that offer instructors the opportunity to participate in the cre-
ation of a teaching culture that allows them to inform and reflect
on their teaching within a community of others engaged in such
practices. Patti Stock and her co-authors in this volume make an
important argument for making reflective scholarship of and
about teaching a significant component of such communities.

Changing working conditions, however, may prove to be more
easily attainable than changing the intellectual culture. Messages
about the “proper” and “fitting” academic careers transmitted
to generation upon generation of graduate students and begin-
ning faculty members live on despite dramatic changes to the
careers of the professoriate. In institutions where the research
ideal is held up as the proper aspiration, those who do not attain
research-oriented academic jobs are made to feel as if they failed
to realize their potential. Those who locate in teaching-intensive
positions, many of them non-tenure track, are made to feel as if
they failed as well. Those in teaching-intensive positions in com-
position are often made to feel that their work lacks intellectual
rigor, that it is uninteresting drudgery. The result can be a seri-
ously demoralized faculty that does not value or realize its full
potential because of the burden of an unrealistic ideal and a set
of exploitive working conditions.

In a culture where higher education will play an increasingly
important role in creating a literate, informed citizenry, we can
ill afford a system that exploits and demoralizes those who hold
the primary responsibility for teaching literacy courses such as
first-year writing. Yet advocates for improving part-time and non-
tenure-track faculty’s working conditions often face the accusa-
tion that by organizing to improve working conditions they are,
in essence, creating a two- or even three-tiered faculty and fur-
ther eroding tenure. Ironically, the two- and three-tiered faculty
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system already ‘exists and will be further exploited if faculty do
not act now to better working conditions. We cannot afford to
make purist arguments about preventing a two-tiered faculty when
one already exists. Educating tenure-track faculty about their
common cause with part-time and non-tenure-track faculty re-
mains an important but challenging element to successful orga-
nizing.

How can such arguments for equitable salaries, contracts,
and conditions of work be made? Before attempting any efforts,
interested parties would be well advised to inform themselves
about the best way to undertake coalition building and collective
organizing efforts. An invaluable resource can be found in the
organizing kit, “Working for Renewal: A Kit for Organizing on
the Issues of Part-Time and Non-Tenure-Track Faculty,” avail-
able from the American Association of University Professors (K.
Thompson, e-mail to author, March 20, 2000). After surveying
available options, a group of concerned parties can pursue orga-
nizing efforts through a variety of means. One step may be to
organize and form a union to bargain collectively for improved
working conditions (see Jacobsohn, Kirscht, & Tingle in this
volume). At a nonunionized campus, a task force or standing
committee on part-time and non-tenure-track issues might be
assembled to undertake a three-pronged strategy for addressing
compensation and contracts: (1) a local study; (2) a comparison
of the local study to regional and national data; (3) a proposal
for changing working conditions accompanied by a coalition-
building effort.

In such efforts, the first strategy is to issue questionnaires/
studies of part-time and non-tenure-track faculty’s working con-
ditions, analyzing how much time part-time contingent faculty
spend preparing class plans, commenting on drafts, grading, and
working with students outside of class. In addition, surveys/ques-
tionnaires should ask part-time and non-tenure-track faculty how
their working conditions enable and disable them from provid-
ing the quality education students need. University, college, and
department mission statements or outcomes assessment plans can
be used as measures against which teachers can evaluate their
ability to provide quality instruction. Conducting such studies
can help determine how contingent faculty’s work is compen-
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sated and how their working conditions may interfere with their
ability to provide the sort of instruction and attention students
need. It is important to focus attention on working conditions
that are necessary if teachers are to provide their students quality
learning conditions. '

The second strategy is for committees to undertake peer in-
stitution surveys, to learn about section rates/salaries, contracts,
and professional development opportunities at comparable insti-
tutions. This comparative data can be used to make arguments
for needed improvements in contracts and compensation. It is
worth emphasizing, however, that the best of proposals cannot
be implemented without a collective group advocating for change.

The untapped allies that contingent faculty have in the fight
for quality working conditions are our students. Elana Peled and
her colleagues’ article in this volume provides an excellent ex-
ample of how a coalition of part-time and full-time faculty and
students mobilized successfully to defend writing instructors’ jobs.
Students can be helped to understand that their educational in-
terests are connected to the plight of part-time and non-tenure-
track faculty. As Karen Thompson has argued: “They [students]
need to see where their money is going, or not going; how their
issues are connected to our issues. It’s not just tuition versus sala-
ries. Restrictions in course offerings, reductions in enrollment,
cuts in student aid are all part of the contraction of higher educa-
tion, which includes downsizing faculty and rising administra-
tive spending” (p. A23). Thompson has also argued that writing
teachers should specifically “devote one class period per term to
discussing these issues” (K. Thompson, e-mail to author, 2000).

In addition to students, writing program administrators and
department chairs are especially important advocates for
professionalizing and stabilizing temporary positions; they can-
not, however, do this advocacy work alone. Professional organi-
zations, which have provided statements about part-time and
non-tenure-track employment, need to provide specific advice
and assistance on how to negotiate recommended professional
guidelines given the constraints of local institutions. The recent
MLA/CCCC survey on working conditions for part-time and non-
tenure-track faculty will provide much-needed national data on
the compensation, contracts, and conditions of part-time and non-
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tenure-track writing teachers. Once this survey is released, it
should provoke a profession-wide conversation about what work-
ing conditions are needed to ensure quality education. But until
that data is released, those seeking immediate data on part-time
and non-tenure-track positions would do well to consult the
AAUP’s “Report On the Status of Non-Tenure-Track Faculty.”
Accrediting agencies must also serve as key players in the
struggle to improve working conditions. As former AAUP Presi-
dent James Perley puts it: “We can insist that accrediting bodies
be more than agents hired to certify that institutions are fiscally
sound and do what their mission statements say they intend to
do. We can insist that institutions meet minimal standards for
certification” (1998, p. 57). In the state of Washington, the re-
gional accrediting association’s failure to enforce minimum stan-
dards led to a complaint being filed with the U.S. Department of
Education in September 1997. Adjunct philosophy and psychol-

* ogy professor Keith Hoeller filed the complaint, and it may serve

as a much-needed wake-up call to accrediting associations that
faculty are serious about issues of quality and that they will take
their grievances to the legal system if necessary (Leatherman,
p. A12). Another possible arena of action is through legislation,
specifically the use of “funding disincentives or caps to discour-
age overreliance on part-time faculty for undergraduate instruc-
tion” (Perley 1998, p. 58)—an option currently being pursued in
the state of California.

Overall, the organizing strategies that will work best must be
adaptive and multiple; they must involve coalition building that
connects the working conditions of part-time and non-tenure-
track faculty to the quality of education available to students.
Advocates for improving contingent faculty’s working conditions
should consider the following broadly conceived activist educa-
tional agenda:

& improve part-time faculty’s working conditions from poorly paid
semester-to-semester contracts into year or multiyear contracts
with decent pay and benefits;

& consolidate excessive temporary part-time positions into perma-
nent part-time ones or full-time non-tenure-track positions with
contractual permanence and fair salaries;
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¢ work to create a reward system that values teaching-intensive
positions and creates a teaching culture that rewards and recog-
nizes reflective teaching;

¢ advocate hiring more full-time, tenure-track faculty to strengthen
college and university curricula, programs, and the academic
governance system;

¢ examine the growth of administrative positions in light of the
shrinking resources available for instructional faculty and make
that information widely available to multiple publics;

¢ advocate for an informed and considered use of distance educa-
tion when appropriate but avoid its spiraling and unchecked use;

¢ work with faculty, students, staff, and others to advocate the
preservation of public funding for higher education and to keep
higher education affordable and accessible.

¢ find rhetorically effective ways to communicate this broad ac-
tivist educational agenda to legislators, parents, and taxpayers.

The contributors to this volume have indicated different ap-
proaches that demonstrate how this agenda can be realized. Yet
our true challenge lies in whether faculty of all ranks can work
collectively across lines of difference to address contingent faculty’s
working conditions in light of issues of educational quality. We
must ask: “What’s the bottom-line for higher education’s consid-
eration of issues of educational quality?” The bottom-line on
educational quality is employment equity.
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sity (Ohio) during the 1998-99 academic year. She is completing her
dissertation on the critical reception of regional writers Alice Cary,
Sarah Orne Jewett, Alice Dunbar-Nelson, and Willa Cather. She hopes
one day to see adjuncts organize all across the country.

Amanda Brown is a senior part-time instructor at Syracuse University. She
teaches a variety of undergraduate writing studios and is currently
focusing on teaching composition to nontraditional undergraduate
students. She completed a doctoral degree in May 1999. Her disserta-
tion was entitled “Practitioners’ Understanding of Teaching College
Composition.”

Eva Brumberger is an academic professional lecturer (APL) in the Univer-
sity of Wyoming’s English department, where she teaches writing
courses. Her previous experience includes adjunct teaching at three
institutions and working as a technical writer. She is currently on a
leave of absence in order to pursue a doctorate in rhetoric and profes-
sional communication at New Mexico State University.

Margaret M. Cunniffe is lecturer in American thought and language at
Michigan State University. She is completing a doctoral dissertation
on Joyce Marshall the feminist Canadian writer of novels, short sto-
ries, and works of nonfiction.

Danielle DeVoss is a doctoral student in the rhetoric and technical com-
munication program at Michigan Technological University. Her work
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has most recently appeared in the Writing Center Journal. Her re-
search interests include women’s interactions with and resistances to
computer technologies, computer-related literacies, and the perfor-
mance of gender in online realms. :
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David Franke earned his Ph.D. in composition and cultural rhetoric in
June 1999 from Syracuse University, where he worked as a non-ten-
ure-track composition teacher for a number of years. His dissertation
“The Practice of Genre: Writing (in) a Reflective Community” stud-
ies the teacher-researcher community of non-tenure-track teachers at
Syracuse. His areas of research include the scholarship of teaching,
genre studies, and rhetorical theory. In fall 1999, he began work as
assistant professor of English at the State University of New York,
Cortland.

Dawn Hayden has worked as an adjunct English instructor since 1995.
] She has taught computer-assisted developmental writing courses, lit-
erature, advanced composition, and most recently, advanced compo-
sition via distant education. Last year she served as the assistant Web
editor for a joint endeavor between NASA Technological Briefs and
Michigan Technological University, where she is currently a graduate
student working on her Ph.D.

Walter Jacobsohn has taught in a variety of universities in the New York
. metropolitan area. He is currently an independent scholar and writer
. who lives and works in New Jersey.

Richard Jewell is a full-time writing specialist at the University of Minne-
sota, Twin Cities, where he teaches upper-division writing and is the
composition Web master. He has three master’s degrees and has taught
in adjunct positions in two- and four-year colleges and at St. Cloud
State University.

Judy Kirscht (MA, MFA, University of Michigan) taught composition at
the University of Michigan English Composition Board from 1979 to
7] 1986, when she moved to University of California, Santa Barbara;
8 she held several positions on the local and state UC-AFT Boards,
including local president and UC-Council southern vice president and
i bargaining team member. She has published articles in composition
journals and is currently director of the UCSB Writing Program.

Carol Lipson is associate professor of writing and English at Syracuse
University, with considerable administrative experience in both the
English department and the writing program. Her research interests
currently involve study of the rhetoric of Ancient Egypt and also study
of the rhetoric of sixteenth- and seventh-century anatomical writing.
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John C. Lovas has taught composition and literature for thirty-four years,
the first twelve at Foothill College and the last twenty-two at De Anza
College. He has been active in campus governance through both the
faculty union and the faculty senate, as well as serving as dean of
language arts for nine years. In 1998, he served as chair of the Two-
Year College English Association of the National Council of Teachers
of English.
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Barry M. Maid was professor of rhetoric and writing at the University of

Arkansas at Little Rock (UALR) and is now professor and head facu-
Ity of technical communication at Arizona State University East in
& Mesa. In addition to teaching, he has been director of freshman com-
| position and chair of the Department of English at UALR. His cur-
| rent professional interests are technical communication, program
A administration, personality theory, and computer-mediated commu-
& nication.

Helen O’Grady is a Ph.D. candidate in rhetoric and composition at the
University of Rhode Island. This chapter draws on her dissertation,
titled “Part-timers: Deliberating the Contradictions.” Her interests

focus on critical literacy, portfolio evaluation, and rhetorical/literary

! theory intersections. She also teaches writing part time at various col-

| leges and universities in Rhode Island.

Elana Peled, Diana Hines, Michael John Martin, Anne Stafford, Brian
Strang, Mary Winegarden, and Melanie Wise were colleagues together
at San Francisco State University in the fall of 1996. All have Masters
degrees in English and formal training in teaching composition. To-
gether, they weathered a frontal assault on their discipline, which,
since the victory described in their article, has not been repeated at
this university. In their current work, each maintains a commitment
to the ideals expressed in this article: access to affordable higher edu-
cation for all students, adequate provision of courses that meet the
needs of students accepted into institutions of higher education, and

) fair employment practices including equitable pay, benefits and work-

b ing conditions for all those committed to providing quality education

P in American schools and colleges.

Cynthia L. Selfe is professor of humanities at Michigan Technological
University, and founder (with Kathleen Kiefer) and co-editor (with
Gail Hawisher) of Computers and Composition: An International
Journal for Teachers of Writing. Selfe has served as the Chair of the
CCCC, Chair of the College Section of the NCTE, and Chair of
NCTE’s Assembly of Computers in English and Instructional Tech-
nology Committee. In 1995, Selfe was awarded the EDUCOM Medal
for innovative computer use in higher education—the first woman
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and the first English teacher ever to receive this award. Selfe has
authored and edited books, journal articles, and book chapters on
computer use in composition classrooms.

Richard J. Selfe directs the Center for Computer-Assisted Language In-
struction, a communication-oriented computer facility at Michigan
Technological University. He teaches computer-intensive first-year
English, technical communication, and graduate computer studies
courses. His interests lie in communication pedagogy as well as the
social/institutional influences of electronic media on our culture and
that pedagogy.

John Starkweather is assistant professor of English at the Onondaga Com-
munity College in Syracuse, New York, where he teaches literature
and writing. He is also a long-term professional writing instructor at
Syracuse University. He teaches a wide variety of courses and special-
izes in working with basic writers, adult learners, and those with learn-
ing disabilities.

Karen Thompson teaches in'the English Department’s Writing Program at
Rutgers University. During her 20 years there, she has helped to orga-
nize an independent union of part-time lecturers affiliated with the
AAUP and to lead the negotiation of two collective bargaining agree-
ments for the PTL unit. She also currently chairs the national AAUP’s
Committee G on Part-Time and Non-Tenure-Track Appointments
and co-chairs the CCCC’s Taskforce on Part-Time and Adjunct Fac-

ulty.

Nicholas Tingle has taﬁght in the University of California-Santa Barbara
Writing Program since 1980. He was founding member of Local 2141
and has been a dues paying member of the UC/AFT Unit 18 since
1985.

Molly Voorheis has been a professional writing instructor at Syracuse
University since 1983. She teaches workplace and technical writing
courses, and team-teaches in a writing-across-the-curriculum Gate-
way course in Syracuse University’s Maxwell School. She also directs
the Writers’ Guild, a group for at-risk students who want to develop
their writing skills.
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Ii)w can the academy improve the working conditions of those
who teach most of the core curriculum in higher education today:
parttime and non-enure-track faculty?

In Moving a Mountain: Transforming the Role of Contingent Facully in
Composition Studies and Higher Education, policymakers, academic
administrators, and both tenure-stream and contingent faculty focus on
the field of composition as they address this question in case studies,
local narratives, and analyses of models for ethical employment prac-
tices. Reporting and reflecting on situated efforts to redress the counter-
productive conditions in which partime and non-tenuredrack writing
faculty are too often asked to teach and students are too often asked
to learn, the contributors present and evaluate a range of proactive
strategies for change in the context of both local conditions and
broader considerations: recent economic trends, labor patterns,

and ideological debates.

Volume editors Eileen E. Schell and Patricia Lambert Stock position
these initiatives in a historical context and project future trends and
issues surrounding the work of parttime and non-enuretrack faculty.
Despite their different political stances, institutional settings, and reform
agendas, the confributors argue persuasively why it is in the acade-
my'’s best interest to reconsider the roles and rewards it has offered

to contingent faculty.
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